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T n -^.n ^7 Addressing an appeal to President Eisenhower concerning 
10 Dec 01 ^^^[^^^^t^nd^better East-West relations, Premier 

Bulc^ deplored what he alleged to be sharply intensi- 
?SdlSlltI?y preparations by the US, the UK, and other 
IU?0 T^terV. He made inter alia (^^if J-^Jf 
"to terminate the armaniH^rice^: . (1) The nuclear 
powers should undertake "for the present only an oblx- 
eatlon not to use nuclear weapons,: .and announce as of 
1 January 1958 the cessation of nuclear tests lOr at 
least two or three years- (2) The same powers should 
refrain from stationing any kind of nuclear weapons what- 
soever within the territory of East or West Germany. 
This, he said, could lead to the creation of a denuclear- 
ized zone in Central Europe if the two Oermanys would 
then agree to renounce the production of nuclear weapons, 
for they would be Joined in this agreement by Poland and 
Czechoslovakia. (Though this was an endorsement of the 
proposals in the UN on 2 October 1957 by Polish foreign 
Minister Rapacki, Bulganin did not mention Rapackl.) 13) 
Efforts should be made to conclude a nonaggression pact 
between the NATO and Warsaw Pact powers. (See item of 

12 J^^y^g^l^^n to Eisenhower. 10 Dec 57, De£t of State 
Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (27 Jan 58), pp. 127-1307^ 

1=; Dec 57 President Eisenhower answered a public statement of 28 
November 1Q57 by Prime Minister Nehru appealing to the 
US and the' USSR to stop all nuclear testing and proceed 
to bring about effective disarmament. The President 
assured the Prime Minister of his concern regarding this 
subject and cited the constant efforts of the US to 
achieve a Just system of disarmament and a secure peace 
for all nations. He mentioned in particular the latest 
Plan advanced by the West, at the London disarmament 
talks on 29 August 1957. The USSR, however, had thus far 
rejected all US proposals as a basis for negotiation. 
The US was now at a stage at which testing was particu- 
larly required for developing the defensive uses of 
nuclear weapons. To stop tests under these circumstances, 
as an Isolated step and without assurances that measures 
going to the heart of the problem would follow, would be 
"a sacrifice which we could not in prudence accept. To 
do so, the President said, could increase rather than 
diminish the threat of aggression and war. In his opinion 
any country desiring an agreement not to use nuclear 
weapons should be prepared to end their production and 
devote all fut\ire production of fissionable material to 
peaceful uses. The US had proposed such measures, to- 
gether with the transfer to peaceful uses of fissionable 
material tied up in existing stockpiles of weapons, but 
thus far the USSR had given no reasoned explanation of 
any objections it might have to such proposals. The US 
would continue to seek a disarmament agreement, including 
the cessation of nuclear testing, that wo\ild promote 
trust, security, and understanding among all people. 

Ltr, Eisenhower to Nehru, pept of State Bulletin , 
vol XXXVIII (6 Jan 58), pp. 17-IB7" 

19 Dec 57 The 15 NATO heads of government, after conferring in 
Paris 16-19 December 1957, issued a declaration of 
principles containing the following passage: We con- 
tinue firmly to stand for comprehensive and controlled 
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disarmament, which we believe can be reached by stages, 
in tSt^ Sf disappointments, we remain ready to discuss 
pnv Reasonable proposal to reach this goal and to lay a 
tSliS ?omdaUon ?or a durable peace This is the only 
wly to dispel the anxieties arising from the armaments 
rlce° In a communique of the same date the neada of 
KO^I^en? noted with regret the negative attitude of the 
iovl™Svernment toward Western fefforts to make progress 
on the question of disarmament during the pas^ year. It 
had rejected the Western proposals at the London disarm- 
2mpnfc talks though those proposals had been approved by 
?6 SLbSf of Shf UN? and it had now deadlocked disarm- 
^enrnegot?ation8 by declaring its intention to boycott 
tSr^N Dilamament Commission though that Commission had 
been expanded to 25 nations by vote of a strong majority 
of the G^eval Assembly. Should the Soviet Government 
persist in this attitude toward the new Disarmament Com- 
mission, the western powers would welcome a meeting at 
the for4ign -minister level to resolve the deadlock. 

Text of declaration and communique in De£t of State 
Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (6 Jan 58), pp. 12-13. 

A oroDOsal by Harold E. Stassen, Special Assistant to the 
President for Disarmament, that some of the provisions of 
the Fou? PoSer d?tannament "package" of 29 August 1957 be 
separated- for negotiation with the USSR was transmitted 
?o ?hrNatlonal Security Council by its Executive Secre- 
tin for preliminary consideration at the NSC meeting of 
6^u^/ 1958. Mr! Stassen proposed separate negotiation 

of the following: ^ ^ _ 4.^«4- 

(1) A two-year inspected suspension of nuclear test- 
ing by all nuclear powers, ^^Si^^^JSj September 1958 or 
as soon thereafter as the agreement might call for. The 
mln!?orins system was to include 8 12 properly equ^ped 
stations in the USSR, a like number in the US, and suit- 
able" numbers in other "necessary locations. The in- 
spectors were to have the right to make prompt on-the- 
spot observations at any point indicated by their 
instruments as the probable site of a nuclear explosion 
orohibited by the agreement. 

(2) Establishment of an Initial inspection zone 
against surprise attack in the western USSR and Central 
Europe. This zone would be between approximately 3 
degrees and 23 degrees, both east longitude, and from 45 
degrees north latitude to the Arctic Circle. 

(3) Establishment of an inspection zone in eastern 
Siberia, the Arctic, the northwestern US, and western 
Canada. All of Siberia east of 108 degrees east longi- 
tude would be included, plus the Soviet Arctic Circle 
territory in the Murmansk area. The West would submit 

to inspection the Arctic Circle area of Norway, Greenland, 
Canada, and Alaska, plus enough of the northewe stern US 
and western Canada to make the total counterbalance the 
total Soviet area in the inspection zone. The entire 
Inspection zone would be subjected to aerial and limited 
ground inspection of the type proposed in the Pour Power 
disarmament package of 29 August 1957. 

(4) Establishment of a technical committee to study 
only the technical requirements of a system to assure 
that outer-space objects were used and maintained only 
for peaceful purposes. 
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(5) Establishment of an Armaments Regulation Organ- 
ization under the aegis of the UN Security Council to 
8^e"?8e any of the foregoing measures agreed on, as 
well as any future agreed measures. (See let item of 

^ ^""^Rpfb^^pec Asst to Pres for armament "Re, 
vision of U. S. Policy on Disarmament," nd, Encl to 

MemrE^ec^Secy to NsS, "U S ^Ji^JL^^.f J^^^^e 
aments," 26 Dec 57; referred to in S) JCS 1731/24b, 
30 Dec 57. All in CCS 092 (4-14-45) Bee 73. 

r^^ c:7 Tn an article in Foreign Affairs the well-known atomic 
scilSt?St Edward fiTllrsHiied-iiaong other tings that a 
nuclear test was easily noticed only if it was Performed 
"in th^ most obvious mknner" and that there could be no 
doSbt of^ nation's ability, if it resorted to secret 
testina. to render observation of such testing difficult 
aSd uSfirtain!" "A ban on nuclear tests," he wrote, has 
§^en^deir advocated as a simple, practical and bene- 
ficial first step toward disarmament. In fact, such a 
baS Suld not be enforced, would made a future war more 
bStallind would be beneficial only to that party which 
Gould and would violate the ban by secret testing. 
'""^ ESJarS filler,;- Alternatives for Security," Foreisi 
Affairs , vol XXXVI (Jan 1958), pp. 204, 205. 

^1 nor ca Harold E Stassen briefed the National Security Council 
31 Dec 57 5^iJ^|-Boa^J on his proposal concerning the 29 August 
iq?7 Pour Power proposals. Among other things he stated 

st?SSg disl^ement with Dr. Edward Teller s assertion 
in the cSfrent Foreign Affairs see preceding item) that 
^detlc?^ cJanSeflT^ ^EesHng could be easily accomplish- 
^ There was little likelihood, Mr. Stassen thought, 
^hit telts could be conducted in either the USSR or Com- 
mSSJst'chLa Si?hout being detected by inspection st^^ 
njeviously installed in accordance with his proposaL^ • 
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31 Dec 57 



'^•(^ Memo, spec Asst to JOS for NSC Affairs to CJCS, 
"U.S.^llcy on Control of Amaments," 2 Jan 58, CCS 092 
(4-14-45) sec 73. 

In a memorandum for the Secretary of Defense the Joint 
rSiefrof Staff recommended against the adoption of Mr. 
s5t«Jn?S prS^sS'?o break Se 2? August 1957 Jour Power 
nackaae of disarmament proposals (see Itsm of 2t> D5°^°«r 
1957)^ ?he JCSbelieved the soundest course was adherence 
tl th4 bifllc principles of the Pour Power proposals. 
5Sey Serf awS that the political climate had changed 
^whlt since the formulation of those Proposals but 
b^USed this circumstance could be net by flex^^ 
in stating the positions of the West within the basic 
priSc?pl2f . ThSy considered Mr. Stassen's proposal to 
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be dangerous on three counts: (1) Its abandonment of the 
inseparability principle, which had made the Four Power 
proposals "barely acceptable" from the security point of 
view of the US and the other NATO powers; (2) its failure 
to include control of fissionable material along \d.th 
the proposal to suspend nuclear testing; and (3) the 
advantage given the Soviets in the boundaries of the 
inspection zones, which would include a sizable portion 
of the US and western Canada containing numerous important 
military and industrial installations whereas the cover- 
age of comparable Soviet territory was "negligible." 
(See ist item of 6 January 1958.) 

ie) Memo, JCS to SecDef, "U.S. Policy on Control of 
Armaments," 31 Dec 57, derived from JCS 1731/24?, 
30 Dec 57. Both in CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 73- 



^S^^rlt35:r.f Wit. tne USSH as a ^i»%-^-«r^,,,a 
relieving world tension. /® ^^e of po-^er made war 

situation was one in ^^f^^^^fli^f^^ln which the West 
virtually ^^P°^3^^i^i„i\^!^eement with the Soviet Union. 
Sr^rSsel ffl^TtaMf Sonflnue to 3ee. sue. an 

■ TulW^e ^eft rSse^eelins or 

-^-^/rran^ist^ra^'i^'i'i. 

6 Jan 58 The National Sec^ig^Co^^^^^^^ if-^S^I^^" ' 

.ent proposals or 26 Bece^b^ rk/eS.^r^^95f)! 
"'^"^2) Soted'?hi'?res^^nt.s'decision that the US snould 
continue to adhere to the Pour Power proposals or 29 

'^'^i^^IteS^rfsid'eSLa'a^proval or the recoMnend- 

^^L ?he sciencr Advisory Coinn^ Panel on Dis- 
ations or the Science Aovisory studies be made by 

armament that the following^ Advisory Committee, Depart- 
reSrrr^Dfrrnn;LoS!c'?il?^g^ CommlsSon, and Central 
intelligence Agency: ^^^^ ^^^^^^^ 

or lostis to both the US and the USSR consequent 
on to?lf suspension or nuclear tests at speciric 
?Sture dates and the technical feasibility or 
monitoring a test suspension (see item or 21 
March 1958), ^^^^^ technical factors 

involved in monitoring a long-range-rocket-test 
iS^eement to assure that it would be carried out 
ir^SIcer^ purposes, ^uch as launchi^^^ 
rer^onnaissance vel>.icles (see item of iiar^u ±y:>^) 
(llHction was approved by the President on 

9 January 1958- ) ... (■ -r^^^r^r^ 1953, files or 

NSC Action No. lo40j o January 

Contixtl Div, JCS 

^S?p? S'stSff bounced at a news conrerence in Moscow 
a^lw ?ut of 36o?SSS^en in the Soviet armed rorces. 
Po??y-one thousand of these would be withdrawn rrom East 
Germany and 17,000 rrom Hungary. 

Cbrnmentlng on this a^ouncement , New Yo^ 
correspondent William J. Jordan, vf^ote^a^estern 
aoSces had estimated the Soviet Army strength at 
4?SoS!SoS^men in 1956. In May ^ 956 approximately 
T ooo 000 or these men had been released. Thus upon 
ci^4??on of thf current cut the Soviets would have an 
amid rorce of about 2,500,000 men, Provided no large 
nSiber had been taken into the array in the meantime. 
K rigure of 2,500,000 was the rigure discussed in 
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-ast-Weet disarmament talks as the size of the armies to 
be allowed the USSR and the US. 
NYT , 7 Jan 58, 1:^. 

S Jan S8 Premier Bulganin followed up his letter of 10 December 
5 .an Igcy to President Eisenhower with another, in which he 

stressed the interest of the USSR in the speediest 
solution of the disarmament problem. He thought a com- 
mission consisting of all member ^^ates of the UN should 
be created to examine this problem and that its urgency 
v;arranted a special session of the General Assembly. 
The USSR was also prepared, he said, to consider the 
Question in a smaller body, but with the understanding 
that at least half of the participants should be repre- 
sentatives of the Socialist countries or of neutral states 
that had "given proof of their devotion to the cause of 
peaceful coexistence." But since conditions for resuming 
disarmament talks in the UN were lacking, he went on, 
the USSR proposed a summit meeting of NATO and Warsaw 
Treaty Organization national leaders, plus the leaders 
of a few other states (not specified), at which the most 
urgent disarmament questions could be discussed. He 
mentioned (l) the "immediate" suspension of nuclear 
weapons tests by the USSR, the US, and the UK, and the 
renunciation of atomic weapons by these countries; ^2) 
the Polish proposal for a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe; (3) a nonaggression pact between the NATO and 
Warsaw Treaty states; (4) the termination of war propa- 
ganda; and (5) reduction of the number of foreign troops 
in the territories of the NATO and Warsaw Treaty states, 
including German territory. Agreement concerning these 
problems or certain ones of them could, Bulganin said, 
prepare the way for talks about various important matters 
apparently not ripe as yet for consideration, such as 
substantial reduction in armed forces, total prohibition 
of nuclear weapons and their elimination from the arma- 
ments of states, the vrf.thdrawal of all foreign troops 
from foreign territories, including Germany, and the 
simultaneous liquidation of foreign military bases. He 
made clear in this last regard, however, that the USSR 
would be ready to discuss these matters at any time the 
Western nations might be, including at the proposed con- 

(U) Ltr, Bulganin to Eisenhower, 8 Jan 58, End to 
Memo, Dir Exec Secretariat of State Dept to SecDef, 
"Premier Bulganin 's Letter of January 8. 1958 to the 
President," 10 Jan 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 74. 

8 Jan 58 M.S. Handler, New York Times correspondent in Bonn, wrote 
that with a further reduction of Soviet forces in East 
Germany the troop balance would shift temporarily in 
favor of the US. He cited what he called reliable sources 
in estimating that the Soviet strength of ground and air 
forces was then approximately l85>000 men. The ^ total 
US manpower in West Germany he estimated to be well 
within the reach of 250,000." 
NYT , 9 Jan 58, 3:1. 

10 Jan 58 At a news conference Secretary of State Dulles said 
among other things that he thought the resumption of 
disarmament talks "highly likely" despite the fact that 
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the Soviet Union had broken all lines of conmunication 
resarding this subject. He did not think the proposals 
of the West would be substantially different from t.-.o=e 
of 2Q August 1957 If the talks were resumed. to the 
?oll3h plan for a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe, 
he said he did not think this plan was very practical. 
Though the plan was presented as one of partial neutral- 
ization, it was in reality one of almost total neutrali- 
zation: for if it were not possible to have modern 
weaoons in the affected area, it might be imprudent to 
maintain any forces there either, because they would be 
in anexgosed^sit ion.^^^^ ^ ^^^^ ^3^^ 

pp. 153^3^ 

12 Jan 58 Replying to Premier Bulgainin's letter of 10 December 
12 Jan 50 nepxy ^^^^^^^^^ Elsenhower gave assurance that (l).the 

US wiuld " never " support any aggressive action by any 
collective"aeTense organization or any member thereof, 
and (2) the US would ^ always " be ready to move toward the 
development of effective UN collective security measures 
to replace regional measures of the same kind. He pointed 
out that a suspension of nuclear testing, which Bui ganin 
had proposed, would leave untouched the heart of tne 
armaSents problem-that is, the "mounting production^, 
primarily in the USSR and the US, of new types of weapons. 
As for Biilganln's proposed denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe, the range of modern weapons made such a zone of 
sli^t significance. Inter > alia the President proposed 
that (1) outer space sEouI^ be used only for peaceful 
purposes; (2) the production of nuclear weapons should 
be ended; (3) the testing of nuclear weapons should bo 
stopped, not merely for two or three years, but indefi- 
nitely; (4) measures should be taken to guarantee against 
the possibility of surprise attack; and (5) technical 
studies should be undertaken jointly by the US and the 
USSR concerning the possibilities of verifying and super- 
vising the carrying out of the steps involved in the 
foregoing proposals but without commitment regarding 
their interdependence or their ultimate acceptance. The 
President stated his willingness to meet personally with 
the Soviet leaders and the leaders of other interested 
states to discuss these proposals and those in Bulganin s 
letter of 10 December, but only after adequate advance 
preparation through diplomatic channels and by foreign 

"^^^^T^xt'ln Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (27 Jan 
58), pp. 122 -W7 

1^ Jan 58 A petition urging a stop to nuclear tests, signed by 
xj cian ^y^^^ scientists from 43 (44) nations, was presented to 

UN Secretary General Dag Hainmarskjold by Dr. Linus 
Pauling of the California Institute of Technology. The 
petition emphasized the menace to the health of the 
world's peoples involved in the constantly increasing 
level of atmospheric radioactivity resiatlng from con- 
tinued nuclear explosions. (See item of 13 Jy?® ^958. ) 

NYT , l4 Jan 58, 1:4. Newsweek , vol XLI (3 Mar 5o), 
p. 40. 
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1-^ T.n Aralntore Fanfani, Secretary General of the ruling 

1^ Jan .S Democratic Party, made it clear ^P^^^oi-.h 

at Maples that the Italian Oovernment was not interested 
In tS inclusion of Italy in the Central European atom- 
free zone proposed by the USSR. 
NYT, 13 Jan 58, 1:7. 

iA T«n «;8 Secretary of State Dulles, in a speech before the National 
16 Jan 58 f^^^f^b in Washington, proposed the formation of an 

intlrnationS ccmmisiion to ensure the use of outer space 
exclusively for peaceful purposes; New York Times 
correspondent DaSa Adams Schmidt, in-UTs-fiE^lcle covering 
^heevlnt? speculated that the proposal might foreshadow 
sepa^ItJoA of the question of ^pace controls from the 
rest of the Western disarmament package to offer the 
polsibillty of a "first step" agreement on disarmament. 
NYT , 17 Jan 58, 1:8. 

secret a?? said, the plan and its Soviet variant appeared 
?o SI oSy another fSrm of the basic Soviet "ban the 
b^b" proposal. His over-all conclusion was that it con- 
tributed -nothing to progress toward the settlement of 
European problems. ^^^^ to Paris (and others), TOPOL 2486, 
21 JaTsa, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 74. 

oo Tan qfl Premier Khrushchev, addressing a meeting of aplcultural 
22 58 Premier other things that he would 

aSee to end production of intercontinental ballistic 
Ssslles on condition that atomic and thermonuclear 
weapons and tests of such weapons were outlawed and that 
Si western bases around the Soviet Union were liquidated. 
S insisted that the Soviets were not frightened by these 
bLeS! f or the USSR now had a rocket, "^e^ted and per- 
fected," with vrtiich to wipe out the bases. Boasting of 
Soviet military might, he declared that Moscow could send 
a missile with a hydrogen warhead to any ^pot on the 
globe. The Soviet Government would not be intimidated, 
he asserted, and would never accept agreements that did 
not recogniie the legitimacy of all the world's Communist 
•goveJ^eS?s. AS to negotiations concerning the c^^^^ 
5f outer space, Khrushchev maintained that the only 
reason the West had raised the issue of prohibiting the 
use of outer space for tests of military weapons was to 
ban intercontinental ballistic miasiles. The reason for 
tSs, he said, was that the USSR had them and the US did 
not. The US wanted to prohibit weapons that threatened 
its territory but retain in its hands other kinds of 
weapons "to keep all the world In fear. 
NYT , 26 Jan 58, 1:8. 

p4 Jan 58 The JCS replied to the memorandum of the Assistant Secre- 
9A Jan 50 i^'^of Defense (ISA) of 20 November 1957 forwarding the 
request of the Secretary of State for a preliminary 
statement of principles and an outline of an inspection 
system to ensure that outer space woTold be used only 
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for oeaceful purposes. They felt strongly, they said, 
vh«i- 1? was impractical to develop such an outline 
inspection pi^ in isolation without subjecting US 
secS^ity to unwarranted risks-two in particular: (l) 
?he^anger that the development of a system designed 
on!v>Sr the control of outer-space objects would de- 
v^ite'from the overriding principles of a comprehensive 
TnJnLiion svsteTv- (2) ths danger that such a system 
^grbe'Sil^Ip?eseA?4d as a Batisfacto^y substitute for 
rlound comprehensive inspection system. (See i.em of 

''):Srnenl?%l to SecDef "Disannament Planning/ 
derived from (S) JCS 173l/2^8> l8 Jan 58. Both in CCS 
092 (4-14-45) sec 74. 



In reply to President Elseniiower ' s letter of 12 January 
1958, which among other things proposed certain subjects 
for discussion at a summit meeting. Premier Bulganin 
couterproposed the following problems inter alia for the 
agenda of such a meeting: (1) immediate suspension of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests and the renunciation 
by the USSR, the US, and the UK of nuclear weapons; (2) 
creation in Central Europe of a zone free from atomic 
weapons; (3) conclusion of a nonaggresslon pact between 
NATO member states and the Warsaw Treaty states; [n) 
reduction of foreign forces stationed in Germany and other 
European states; (5) an agreement on questions pertinent 
to the prevention of "sudden attack"; and (6) discontinu- 
ation of propaganda for war. The attention of the meeting 
should be focused on these problems as the most urgent, 
he said, but the meeting could discuss other "constructive 
proposals directed towards, terminating the 'cold war' 
provided there was unanimous agreement by all participants 
that these additional proposals required discussion. He 
again expressed the opposition of the USSR to a pre- 
liminary meeting of foreign ministers at which questions 
of substance would be discussed. The "prejudiced position 
of some of the possible participants" in such a meeting 
suggested that the meeting vrould only serve for the 
erection of additional obstacles in the way of a summit 
meeting. If only accord could be reached on having a 
summit meeting, he asserted, the procedural and other 
questions bearing on the practical implementation of such 
an accord could be solved without any special difficulties 
through the usual diplomatic channels. (See 1st item of 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (10 Mar 58), 
pp. 37^^^ 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense replied to the letter of 
the Secretar^^ of State of I8 November 1957 on ensuring 
tl-at outer so ace would be used only for peacef^al purposes 
(&ee item of" 24 January 1958). The Deputy Secretary 
pointed out that, oursuant to NSC Action No. 1840 (see 
jtera of 6 Ja-iuarjj 1958), a panel of the President's 
Science Advitorjr Committee had been appointed to study 
this probleii^. Kr therefore suggested that the views of 
the Departmr.it of Defenae ^'IjouIc". be reserved until the 
pan.?l had c.-.-iiplcr-ud its study a:id the JCS had had an 
ox-portunity c) assess its implications from the military 
■point of vievr. (See r.tem of 17 March 1958.) 

f*) N/V. of JCS 1731/248, 13 Feb 58, CCS 092 
(4-14-45) s£c 74. 

Polish Foreign Mnister Rapackl enclosed with a diplomatic 
note to the US a memorandum elaborating his proposal of 
2 October 1957 in the UN for a denuclearized zone in 
Central Eiorope (Tne Rapacki Plan) . The area in which 
nuclear weapons "would neither be manufactured nor 
stockpiled" was now to Include Czechoslovakia in addition 
to Poland and the two German states. The memorandum 
proposed diplomatic procedures for bringing the denuclear- 
ized zone formally into existence and a system of control 
machinery for ensuring its inviolability. (See items of 
12 March and 3 May 1958.) 



(nrn Use Only) Msg, Warsaw to SecState, 1144, IM 
May 58), pp. 8^^:553. 

debatrioSld not help the US and the USSR to move ahead 
tltll ^afcablishment of better relations. Since an 
JmpSle Saf ioHeveloped between Bulganin and himself 
in their personal exchanges regarding a summit meeting, 
an^;Ltld that perhaps less formal and less special- 
ised ffn?ac?sS^ghtp?o?ide a way out The US was there- 
rill rnnsultinff with certain other interested nations 
»hnut?SI desirability of exploring through more normal 
ch^e^s thf prospects of a top-level meeting that would 
ha?rin adelulte agenda^and give promise of an eventual 

^-°1ext^M^/s?^^^ X^OCVIII (10 Mar 

58), pp. 373-37&7 

inimediately. (See item of 27 February 1958.) 
NYT, 16 Feb 58, 1:1. 

designated Ambassador James J. Wadsworth to act as US 
reprfStnlatlve In future negotiations for an agreement 
on ?he limitation of armament. Though replacing Harold 
sSassIn i?^this new capacity, JUnbassador Wadswort^^^^ 
to retain for the time being his position as Deputy 
Representative of the US to the UN. According to the 
p?esf release the Secretary of State had also asked 
Certain Qualified private citizens to advise and consult 
:j?hMnfomall? from time to time^ broad disarma- 
• ment policies. Four persons wno had agreed to serve in 
this way were Alfred M. Gruenther, Robert M. Lovett, 
Joim J. McCloy, and Walter Bedell Smith. 

Dipt of State Bulletin, vol XXXVIII (24 Mar 58), 
pp. 4^^ltir9?7 2b Feb ^Q, 1:1. 

28 Feb 58 In an aide- memoire to the US Government , the Soviet 

28 Feb 5b ^^l^rimen^ proposed a meeting of heads J^^^^^f^^.^?. 

the nearest future" to discuss "a number of urgent inter- 
national questions," including certain disarmament 
questions. A listing of the questions showed those on 
disarmament to be the same as the ones n^jntioned in 
Premier Bulganin '8 letter of 1 February to President 
Eisenhower. To expedite preparations for this summit 
meeting the Soviet Government suggested a meeting 01 
?lrei^ S^s?ers in April 1958-^8trictly limited to 
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ration . .• • " r„eeting by the NATO and Warsaw Treaty 
llltT S^ln as Sy certain others outside these blocs 

r*FrtAcef ItSy! "he USSr! Poland, Cjeohoslovakia, 
I'SJ^k. ln^l: Yugoslavia, !"^S«eden The composition 
Srthe subsequent suranit meeting would =|f 

58), pp. 459-^^ 
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6 Mar. 58 



, r, vnnistT^r announced in Warsaw that an 

^S«lSi^SSe^"o? rU free or nuclea. 
weapons m Central Europe. 
NYT , 1 Mar 5o» jO* 

, i. ^-K- c^viPt note of 28 February 1958 the 

at their last Previous meeWng, in Cteneva i^ 

"work together Jo,5®^|^,?P !^?tel of tL Unit^ Nations 
armament through the Subcommittee of the^un^^^ 

Disarmament Comiuission , yet^the^o^^^ ^ ^^^^^^^ 

t^qi^gnrc^ag^^^^^^^^^ 

assume the Production o^^^^^^f^^^l^^P The US Govem- 
would go on ^J^^J^f J2tiiS of heaac of sovernment that 
ment believed ^1^^ a meeting "merely repeated 

was ^e^fy^!XSi?^n or hopes already expre»..d^ would 
promises alrejuy Sivex ^ ^^^^^ government 

not be wsu^anted. Assuming^na ^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

Sit*In ^ liltiL , vo^ (2^ ^^a- 

58), pp. ^57-^ 
6 Mar 58 Testifying before the Humphrey Subco^ 

^ ^ ment, AEC Commissioner Nevada on 19 Septem- 

nuclear test conducted^y the US in N ^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

ber 1957, cfl}5^^^^!v.P Hiroshima bomb), the shot was 
tenth the yi^lJ^^^.^St^^leet Fallout effects were 
fired at a depth of 800 feet. practically 
neglipie and the surface of the ar^ 

• undisturbed. One ^f J^- ^^""^ system, even one 

test was that an «^^^^^^y!/^vra^d Se extremely difficult 
including gromd i^^f^^^J^'^tr^^hened his conviction 
to achieve. ,The test also streng^n explosions 
that there should be no ban ^gai^^ potential in 
for peaceful P^P°^«!^?f ^Inefit^ould not be realized 

nuclear energy ^^9^^"^!^,^^^ „e aereed with the US position 
without continued testlng^^^^^ ^^^^J^ ^^^^ 

that a prohibition of proauci.1 production, he 

accompany any ban testing, ou^ ^j;^ testing, 
thought, was even more dlfflcu^ to^con ^^^ ^^^^^^ 

and he feared that 8^°^°^^.^n!ed by the USSR that 

pp. 1366-1383. 
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12 Mar 58 



an 85-n atlon conference on the law of the sea at 
Geneva, Poland Joined Lndla in calling for an end to 
nuclear explosions over the high seas. Both nations 
emphasized that such tests hampered freedom oi navigation 
and contaminated the water. 
NYT, 8 Mar 58, 3^:8. 

At the Geneva international conference on the law of the 
sea Professor Grigori I. Tunkin, J^^^ Soviet delegate 
attacked nuclear tests at sea as interfering with ireedom 
of tSehiS^ seS (see item of 7 March). The Soviets also 
called for^a ban on the establishment of installations 
f Solitary and naval training on the high seas, citing 
US iSstalStions in the Sea of Japan and UK installations 
in the English Channel as examples. 
NYT, 11 Mar 58, 58:8. 

Tn T'f^anonae to a request by the Assistant Secretar-/ of 
Sfenle {?Ia) dlted^ March 1958, the JCS forwarded their 
comments on the Rapacki Plan (see item of 14 February). 
A^an approach to the problem of disarmament, they re- 
mirSd? the plan might AM* to the Soviet bloc a desirable 
first step politically;] 




13 Mar 58 




I Thus it did not, in the opinion of the JCS, 
offei-W^cceptable formula for conducting international 
negotiations to reduce tensions in Europe. 

These views were forwarded to the Secretary ot State 
bv theDeouty Secretary of Defense on 20 March 195o. 
by theDeputy^S ^gecDef , "Establishment of a De- 
nuclearized zone in Central Europe (C).' If Mar 58, 
derived from S) JCS 1731/253, 7 Mar 58. ,(S) N/H of 
JCS 1731/253/25 Mar 58. m in CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 
75. 

The JCS replied to a memorandum of 27 February 1958 from 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, who had requested their 
vllwr?egarding the effect of a total suspension of 
nulllar tests In the military position of the US as com- 
pared with Jjb^tL of the USSR, assuming enforcement of the 
suspension .^^^ 



t. 



13 



- 14 - 



5 DEFINED BY ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 



Tuch a moratorium should be considered in any case 
•e^p^s oart of a comprehensive disarmament program in 
Conjunction with an effective system of Inspection and 
verification. (See item of 21 March 195o.) 

Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Nuclear Testlnc (U)," 
13 MaTs^deXd from C»W») JCS 1731/254, 11 Mar 53. 
lae? Memo Dep SecDef to CJCS, same subj, 27 Feb 58, imcl 
trlaSpS JCS 1731/251, 6 Mar 58. All in CCS 092 
(4-14-45) sec 75. 

1 q Mar A Soviet Foreign Ministry statement released by Tass 

15 Mar 5b A Soviet r ^fj^^^^gh^ent of a UN agency to assure the 
use of outer space for peaceful purposes, but only on 
tSe ?onSuion that US military bases on foreign soil were 
liquidated. (See item of 16 January 1958.) 

On the same date the US State Department, while 
denvinS any wish to disregard the UN in its efforts to 
?IsS£^d?^LSment talks, flatly rejected the Soviet 
proposal as wholly unacceptable. 
NYT , 16 Mar 58, 1:8. 

17 Mar 58 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Pf^^"^?^^^^. ®^ 
j.r fiar :?u ^ absence of Defense representatives on the Missiles 
P^efol the scientific Advisory Committee appointed 
(pursuant to NSC Action No. l840, 6 January 1958) to 
study the problem of inspection systems designed Jo limit 
outer aoace to peaceful uses only. Referring to the 
letter ?f 12 Peb^ry 1958 (see item in which the Deputy 
sIcreL?y of befens7had surest ed to the Secretary of 
i?l?rtSt Defense views concerning such inspection 
svttLs await completion of the Missiles Panel's study, 
ICj?! t?tted tSSir opinion that participation in the 
preparation of the study by all Interested agencies, 
iSclSlng the Department of Defense, was essential to 
iSsiSf 3§e consiSeration of J^^f iSS^J^^^^^^ 

problems. They therefore requested that J^f^f 
pressed in their memorandum of ^^/^^f^.i^SS (see item) 
be made available to the panel and that the JCS be 
authorized to collaborate with^e panel ^ /..x 

Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Disarmament Planning (U) , 
17 Ma?58;^rlved from ^ JCS 1731/252, 6 Mar 58. Both 
in CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 75. 



i^ Slame effects of a total^penslon of nuclear 
^testln^ on the US and the USSR.p^. 



24 Mar 58 



Hie addefl that in any case the US shoiild not become p< 
to tny cessation a^eement prohibiting the testing of 
yLlds of such magStudes and In such environments that - 
effective monitoring would be Impossible. ^ ^ 
^ 5he meSorandum%ontainlng these views of the Deputy 
Secretary and the one containing the views of the JCS 
wire circulated for the information of the National 
Security council by its Executive Secretary on 2 April 
ills! preparatory to the NSC meeting of the following day. 
1950, pr^ Memo, Dep SecDef to Chm Ad Hoc Panel on 
NucleSreit SIssitloS, "The Effects, of a Total Suspension 
on Cessation of Nuclear Testing (S)," 21 Mar 58, End to 
S/H of JCS 1751/254, 28 Mar 58, CCS 092 4-14-45) sec 75- 
^^Se^o! Iliciecy to NSC, ;;Technlcal Feasibility of 
cessation of Nuclear Testing," 2 Apr 58, same file. 

The Soviet Qovemment replied to the US note of 6 March 
Jy rehearsing arguments previously advanced for a summit 
meeting and repeating the agenda proposals contained in 
thlsovlet notS of 28 February. It defended its boycott 
o? the 55 I^Samament Commission on *5^,S^CL?^?l8t 
12th session of the General Assembly had, under manifest 
pressure," adopted a resolution giving an absolute 
Sjorlty in thS membership of the Disarmament Commission 
to "proponents of the military alignments of the Western 
cowers.^ The achievement of fruitful results by that 
?Slsion had thus become Impossible. As to preparations 
fori summit meeting, a preliminary foreign ministers' 
conference should be limited to discussion of the organ- 
IzatlSnS Side of such preparations, leaving the substance 
of the agenda questions to be dealt with by the heads of 
government. Otherwise, the foreign ministers' meeting 
Sould more likely delay than facilitate preparations for 
the summit meeting. The Soviet Qovemment hoped the US 
GoverS^t would ^study with due attention" the consider- 
atloriTadvanced in this note about the need to get on with 

the oreoarations for a summit meeting. 

Text in Dept of State Bulletin, vol XXXVIII (21 Apr 

58), pp. 652-6557 
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-isenhower said he believed "It would be unvrLse to take a 
perfectly rigid position in respect to any of these things 
where any agreement would seem to be a reliable one, and 
would seem to be opening the door to wider and better 
negotiations with the Soviet Union. 
NYT, 27 Mar 58, 1:1. 

Dr. J. R. Killian, Jr., Chairman of the President's 
Science Advisory Committee, transmitted to the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
for consideration of the National Security Council on 
3 April 1958 a report on the technical factors involved 
in monitoring a long-range -rocket -test apeement, as 
called for by NSC Action No. l840 (see item of 6 January 
1958). Dr. Killian noted that the report had been pre- 
pared by an Ad Hoc Working Group of the President's 
Science Advisory Committee and the Central Intelligence 
Agency, with the Deputy Secretary of Defense agreeing 
that Defense would not nominate any representatives. He 
further noted that the Group had considered as outside 
Its competence the question whether an agreement pro- 
hibiting missile tests could be enforced by inspecting 
missile production, operational launching sites, or the 
nuclear aspects of the problem. The report, wiiich was 
dated 26 March 1958, reached the following conclusions 
inter alia ; (1) The definition of "long range and large 
rocke ' t FlTould have to be very carefully considered in the 
drafting of any agreement in this field because of the 
uncertainty that detection techniques could discriminate 
between the two In all cases. (2) Though all rocket 
firings could be monitored, it would be impossible to 
distinguish confidently between "military" and ' peaceful 
firings even with monitoring stations inside the Soviet 
bloc. (3) Beca\;ise of the inherent similarity of the 
technical problems involved, it was possible to obtain 
required military information as a by-product of legiti- 
mate scientific experiments. (4) The establishment of a 
Joint US-USSR agency to plan and execute all rocket 
launchings might have desirable features in developing 
international cooperation and contributing to a reduction 
of international rivalry in the missile field. In such 
an arrangement the US would probably learn more about 
Soviet missile capabilities than the USSR would learn in 
return. (5) The agreed prohibition of all nationally 
conducted large rocket tests would not prevent the USSR 
from bxiilding up an operational military missile force if 
it had already developed an ICBM capability by the time 
of such an agreement. (See 1st item of 3 April 1958.) 

JfgfKemo, Chm Pres's Science Advisory Cmte to Sp ^ 
Asst to Pres for NSC Affairs, "Transmittal of Report," 
28 Mar 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 75. 

The USSR announced that it was discontinuing all types of 
atomic and hydrogen weapon tests. It saw this action as a 
"practical beginning to a universal termination of atomic 
and hydrogen weapon tests" and a "first step in the 
direction of the final salvation of mankind from the 
tlireat of destructive atomic war ..." However, if 
other nations failed to follow this example the Soviets 
reserved the right to restune testing at will. 
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Tn a Statement Issued the same date the Department 
nf state noted that the Soviet announcement came on the 
heefs of S intensive series of secret Soviet tests Tna 
S^na^tment went on to point out the inconsistency oetween 
Sf^ts Sf the Soviet Government to portray Itself m 
offiiiL propaganda as peace-loving while it was openly 
Sffvin^the UN Sth respect to both the substance and 
?hf p^oced^f of SsLnuLent. The UN General Assembly 
hal ^ong other things in this regard approved a compre- 
henaive first-stage disarmament proposal and called on 
nltloll to begin immediate technical studies on how these 
SropoSlls might be carried out. The US stood ready to 
^eloond instlntly, but the USSR had thus far refused to 
comply The US again called on the USSR to deal with 
thS pJiblem of disarmament in an orderly way, in accord- 
ance Jdth the UN Charter. If that Charter, a solemn 
T^eement. was ignored by the USSR, what confidence could 
be placed in new Soviet engagements? (See item of 2 

^^""^^D^pt of State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (21 Apr 58), 
pp 645^8T Texr"of Soviet decree is given. 



Apr 52 



3 



president Elsenhower sald^t a news conference that^the^^ 

Soviet announcement of ^ |i„itted that it might 

tests was a Propaganda move, and aamij 5 

*"LLSi' ™e"wstor5 of our J™ policy In this 
?I^.rr9;on 5 J4nt^^^ ?L-;pen 
f/l^t^^??ipri:^inspec? and control measures the 
?^riovietr %r^rAlTulA possiwnty of suspend- 

at this time." co 1 .a 

Text In NYT . 3 Apr 58, l:o. 

=,S The National Security Council noted ^ report by an Ad Hoc 

Sr?"^ir8f^;on;a ^tS 33^tec^^^^^ 
iS''ls3fre'?h^r °:;^ctrS;?2t ru^?or eaceful pujposes. 
(?h?ractlon was approved by the President on 7 April 

NSC Action NO. 1888, 3 Apr 58, files of Control 

Dlv, JCS. 

3 Aor 58 The National Security Council, with the ch|l™an of the 
" ■ Atomic Energy Commission, the Special *""^an 

^ol^^f Ir^BllfntTraS^^nS'Ariso^J Co»lttS, 

°af So?ed"n*oral briefing by the Acting Director of 
Centril ln?enigence on the pattern of recent Soviet 
nuclear tests ^^^^^gsed a report on the technical 

feaslbl 1?? o? tetslns nuclear tests P«Pa«^ pursuant to 

Atim?c Energy ^mmlssion, and the Central Intelligence 

^^^^""^(^s Noted and discussed the views of the Department 
• of Defense and the Jcl on the same subject as the report 
?n (2) hhVs action was approved by the President on 

^ ^'^Uffl^Nli^Action NO. I889, 3 Apr 53, files of Control 
Div, JCS. 

Ind llsf the UK,^oin with the USSR i\t'''l''r'^?r^ofthe 
r^n^^T^ar teats If the us would match the action of the 
n^^R ?n ^hls matter, he said, this would "make possible 

diacontlnStnclforlver of nuclear weapon tests every- 
wSlre ' ?his^h?I problem of grave International concern 
cSu^d'be resolved before additional nations acquired 
nuclear capability, as would happen sooner or later if 
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testing continued The reachln| ,1e"ore 
"=*i?!ied'?o°?he ex?en? that addUlonal nations were 
'involied He reslrvei ?he freedom of the USSH to resale 
nSc^elr tesSlng If his proposal was «J«"^g 

St^^|^!*^rx$^?ir!5§Xr'5^)t^PP^'^BSl§§l^ 

^ roif ^s^sltfortf n^^^fr1li;ini!"p%spe^nt1I^i^^^^^^ 

. K^fpor^tTh^ Cins Te.^^^Je^':^ "trion. 

af ti^^Sovlef Unfon continued to reject the concept of an 
tnter^Monally supervised program to end wagons produc- 
tion and to reduce weapons stocks, the US would seeit to 
de?ellp the defensive Capabilities ' 
to learn how to minimize the fissionable fallout. These 
II? nuclear activities would be conducted so as not to 
affect hSLn health appreciably. The President recalled 
that the TO and the UK, In their Joint Declaration at 
Berauda on 2U March 1957, had announced nieasures they 
wov^d take to minimize the dangers to health In their 
?Sture nuclear testing and that they had offered to 
-ealste? advlnce notlle of such tests with the UN and 

_<J i(«^itSrt international observation if the Soviet 
?jn™n woSd do nklwSe lit the Soviet Union had never 
rSsSSndId to this invitation. Moreover the USSR had 
persistently rejected the substance of the President's 
«!|roms"fS"peac^ proposal for ^^epast 5 years and failed 
to accept his "open skies" proposal of 1955 at Geneva or 
h?s proposal In ?ecent correspondence with Bulganin to 
use outer space only for peaceful purposes. All these 
oroposa!s refined open. The US hoped and believed that 
in due course nuclear testing would be suspended or 
l?mltld, but as part of a comprehensive Program of disarm- 
ament. Both sides, the President noted, recognized the 
need for international controls in conjunction w.th 
SIsarmament. measures. He therefore P^°P°^f .J^^ 
sides have their technicians confer on what speciiic 
control measures were necessary if there was to be a 
dependable and agreed disarmament program. Technical dis- 
amlSent ItuSies^f this kind, applying to both nuclear 
and conventional weapons, had been called f or by^he UN 
•General Assembly. The US was willing to participate in 
such studies and hoped the USSR would agree to do so. 

(See item of 22 April 1958.) o ^ « cq n^nf nf citat*^ 

Ltr, Eisenhower to Khrushchev, 3 Apr 58. Pep t of State 

Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (28 Apr 58), pp. 679-680. 

16 Apr 53 In testimony before the Humphrey subcommittee on disarma- 
ment. Dr. Edward Teller repeated the opinion he had 
advanced earlier in an article in Foreign Affairs (fee 
item following 26 December 1957), in which he haa questioned 
the feasibility of detecting clandestine underground 
nuclear exuloslons. There were all kinds of ways of 
circumventing a test ban, said Teller; the subject was 
infinite. At any rate it would be extremely dangerous to 
go into a test moratorium with insufficient knowledge on 
which to base a reliable Inspection system. As it was, 
he said, we were extrapolating from a single event--the 
Rainier shot in 1957 (see 2nd item of 6 March 1958). The 
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r=uld'^"lnS Hus^a in -V n»b-s go any P ace and 

(Hearts befo?4 D^sa^ent Subcmte of the Cmte on For 
iel Wth Cong. 2nd seas; Washington, 1958), pt 17, 
pp. I't55-1''60- 
3X .pr 53 The security CouncU .et at the 

- r="?u|htr?yP-Vj te= ^nitar^^ 

atomic and hydrogen ^jo-^f ^^^ft reao^Won was Introduced 

purpose of """"S,^„fr^'*?he close of the debate the 
foii^rreprS^ertlflJrwithdf^w^Sts draft resolution. 

S^;? i lyi'^lililtli! vol xxmil (12 May 53), 
p. 76^. 

in reply to President "senhower's letter of 8 April 1958 

S erCsflSe^-tf rg^eftS? the 

T.lktlTn o?^clear ?es"n6 should be part of a compre- 

?^Lo^ifr*woSid^cSute nothing to 

?he solution of ?he problem of ^"'^"^^l^'d 
■ in^^oase International tension and suspicion. He onargea 
ih»? ?he p?Midint°s proposal for the peaceful use of 
oSter space would ellmltite Intercontinental ballistic 
S?,^i-ieral a soviet means of retaliation and would thus 
be'^fflr Sn?efs the West gave up f^^^^jsn military bas« 

ZT-TJ^ I'll ^ p--^^^^^^^^^ 

of states He brushed aside the President's proposal for 
fclnferlAce^of technical experts to determine the controls 
necessary to a dependable disarmament program. Technical 
2?S!r^t? he protested . could contribute nothing to the 
folu^ioA of a problem on which governments had not reached 
Isreement : Hundreds of speeches had already been deliverea 
IIS moS^tiins of documents written on the subject of 
cSntrols, and further consideration of this subject would 
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only delay endlessly what was now needed— concrete action. 
He therefore hoped It would be possible to put an end to 
polemics, "close the book on the past," and agree that the 
US and the UK would cease nuclear testing, ^^^^ as the 
USSR had already done. (See Item of 28 April 195a.) 

Ltr, Khrushchev to Elsenhower, 22 Apr 58. Dept_cf 
State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (19 May 58), pp. 812^5. 

23 Anr 58 Replying to Premier Khrushchev's letter of 22 April 1956, 
.a Apr 5o ^^P^y^g^^ Elsenhower insisted that technical studies of 
the kind proposed In his letter of 8 April 1958 were, 
despite Khrushchev's negative reaction, the necessary 
preliminaries to putting political decisions into effect. 
He re-emphasized that the studies would be without 
prejudice to the respective positions of the US and the 
USSR on the timing and Interdependence of various aspects 
of disarmament. Stating that the Proposal would remain 
open indefinitely, he expressed the hope that Khrushchev 
would reconsider and accept it. The President also 
announced that the US had Just asked ^^e Security Council 
to reconvene in order to consider the establishment of an 
international inspection system for the Arctic Zone as a 
measure for allayinc fears of massive surprise attack. 
He urged the Soviet Premier to Join the US in supporting a 
resolution to this end already before the Council. (See 
items of 29 April and 9 May 1958. ) 

(\]) Ltr. Eisenho\>rer to Khrushchev, 28 Apr 58, CCS 092 
{ii.lklh3) sec 76. Also in Dept of State Bulletin , vol 
XXXVIII (19 May 58), pp. 8ll-bi2. 

29 Apr 53 The UN Security Council met to consider the US draft 
- ^ ^ resolution on an Arctic inspection zone and a draft reso- 
lution by the USSR approaching the problem In a different 
way The US resolution recommended the prompt establish- 
ment of a "zone of international inspection against 
surprise attack, comprising the area north of the Arctic 
Circle with certain exceptions and additions, that was 
considered by the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee 
of Canada, Prance, the USSR, the United Kingdom, and the 
united Stites during August 1957." The Soviet resolution, 
besides repeating the demand about flights of US bombers 
contained in its draft resolution of 21 April (see item), 
called for referral of other questions concerning the 
Arctic zone and the question of prohibiting nuclear tests 
to a sunonit conference. (See item of 2 May 1958.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (19 May 58 . 
pp. Bib. 820 .~ n!^ ts on Pile , vol XVIII (1-7 May 58), 
p. 145E1. NYT,"TRay3S7"Tr8. 

30 Apr 58 In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense the JCS stated 
that, owing to the recently Increased pressures for the 
cessation of nuclear tests, they considered a reiteration 
and amplification of the views expressed In their memoran- 
X dum of 13 ^^h 1958 (see item) on this subject to be 
necessary. Mi _ 



- 22 - 



c 



) 



The JCS therefore emphasized ^ 
their great conce rn ' u^ r the numerous proposals for cessa- 
tion of weapons tests, especially when such cessation was 
divorced from a larger disarmament proposal and an effec- 
tive system of controls. They requested that their views 
be conveyed to the President. . ^ ^ ^ j 

On 9 May the Deputy Secretary of Defense forwarded 
these views to the President, expressing general concur- 

^*"°*ipSn Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Nuclear Testing (U)." 
30 Apr58, derived from («e) JCS 1731/255, 28 Apr 58. 
!SeO N/5 of JCS 1731/255; 15 May 58. All In CCS 092 
(4-14-45) sec 76. 
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1 May 53 At a press conference Secretary of State Dulles set forth 
the rationale of the US resolution before the UN Security 
Council calling for the establishment of an Arctic inspec- 
tion zone. Referring to concern expressed by the Soviet 
Government regarding flights of US aircraft in that area, 
the Secretary said the keeping of planes aloft was con- 
sidered necessary by the US as a precaution against the 
possible launching of a Soviet nuclear attack against it 
over the top of the world. If both sides had genuinely 
peaceful intentions, a natural solution was an inspection 
zone in the area. v;ith no bomber or missile bases in the 
northern part of the USSR capable of a surprise attack on 
the US, the US would find its security problem greatly 
altered and "perhaps" would then "feel it safe greatly to^^ 
minimize the flights of which the Soviet Union complains. 
He emphasized that the US resolution was not a propaganda 
exercise or a mere maneuver, but a sincere effort to 
provide a solution to the admitted problems of the Arctic 
area. If a proposal of this kind could be agreed on, he 
thought it might mark a real turning point in the cold war. 
Though not disarmament itself, it could, if accepted, 
create an atmosphere in which genuine disarmament could 
take place. (See item of 2 May 1958.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (19 May 58), 
pp. y04-8d5T 

o May 53 The US draft resolution calling for an Arctic inspection 
zone was defeated in the UN Security Council by a Soviet 
veto though 10 members of the Council voted in favor of 
it. Following this, the Council rejected the Soviet draft 
resolution (see item of 29 April) by a vote of 1 to 9, 
with 1 abstention (Sweden). 

Dept of State Bulletin, vol XXXVIII (19 May 58), 
pp. bib, (box, note in box, and note 8). 

3 May 58 Replying to Polish Foreign Minister Rapackl's note of 1'4 
February 1958 concerning a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe, the US stated that the proposals Involved were too 
limited In scope to reduce the danger of nuclear war or 
provide a dependable basis for the security of Europe. 
Even If Inspection to ensure compliance with the proposed 
plan were possible, said the US, an Isolated agreement 
. limited to the exclusion of nuclear weapons from the ter- 
ritory indicated by the Polish Government would expose the 
western European countries to the menace of the large, 
widely deployed, and well-equipped military forces of the 
Soviet Union. So long as the Soviet Uhlon refused to Join 
in effective arrangements either general or regional in 
character to promote real security, such as the West had 
repeatedly proposed, the Western nations had no recourse 
but to develop the required pattern of defensive military 
strength In the form of NATO Integrated forces using 
modern developments in weapons and techniques. 

Dept of State Bulletin, vol XXXVIII (19 May 58), 
pp. 821-8277 

3 May 58 In a note addressed to the foreign minister of each country 
concerned the State Department Invited the 11 nations 
participating with the US in the International Geophysical 
Year (IGY) activities In Antarctica to a conference to 
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conclude a treaty with a view to preventing future undesir- 
able political rivalries and other possibilities oi" 
international misunderstanding In that area. The US ^ 
believed the interests of mankind v;ould be well served li 
these 11 nations and the US Joined in concluding a treaty 
with "the followinc peaceful purposes": (1) continued 
cooperation in and freedom of- scientific Invectigatlon, 
(2) international agreement to ensure that the region v;as ' 
used for peaceful piurposes only, and (3) any other peace- 
ful purposes not Inconsistent with the UN Charter. The 
treaty should specify that no signatory would renounce any 
right or claim in the continent and that no new rights 
would be acquired or new claims made by any country for 
the duration of the treaty; in short, that the legal 
status quo in Antarctia "would be frozen. 

On ^ June 1958 the Department announced that all 11 
nations (Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Chile, France, 
Japan, New Zealand, Norway, the Union of South Africa, 
the USSR, and the Ul^) had accepted the invitation. The 
details of the conference were yet to be worked out. (See 
item of 15 October 1959.) . ^o, 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXTJIU (2 Jun 5o), 
pp . g^t^lT: NYT, 5 Jun tjO, 1:5. 

In a memorandum to the US, the UI^, and France the Soviet 
Government proposed substantially the same disarmament 
agenda items for a summit conference as had been contained 
in its note of 28 February and Premier Bulganln's letter 
of 1 February to President Elsenhower (see Items of those 
dates). A recapitulation of Soviet views on each of the 
items was included in the memcrandam in the hope, the 
memorandum stated, that this might help to facilitate a 
prompt completion of preparations for a summit conference. 
Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (7 Jul 58), pp. 17- 

22. 

In its final communique following a 3-day meeting at 
Copenhagen the NATO Ministerial Council announced among 
other things Its views regarding the problem of disarmament. 
If a summit conference were to take place, the Council said, 
it should consider certain Important questions identified 
by the heads of government at Geneva in 1955 and one of 
these was controlled disarmament. The proposals made by 
the Western nations on 29 August 1957, v/hich had been 
approved by a large majority of the UN, could afford a 
reasonable basis for this discussion. The Council hoped 
it would be possible, despite repeated Soviet refusal, to 
Inaugurate East-West expert technical discussions on 
detailed measures of control over disarmament, such as 
measures relating to the prevention of surprise attack or 
the detection of nuclear explosions. Agreement on such 
measures might go far toward demonstrating the possibility 
of disarmament. 

Text of communique in Dept of State Bulletin , vol 
XXXVIII (26 May 58), pp. S^T^l, 

Premier Khrushchev, answering President Eisenhower's letter 
of 28 April 1958, reluctantly accepted the President's 
proposal for an East-West conference of technical experts 
to study methods for detecting possible violations of an 



agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests. Though 
willing to "try even this course," Khrushchev feared the 
conference would only cause delay In the solution of this 
Increasingly urgent problem, and he again appealed to the 
President to "support the Initiative of the Soviet Union' 
in the matter of nuclear testing "and thus make possible 
a final solution of this problem ..." As for the 
American proposal before the UN regarding an Arctic Zone 
inspection area, he considered this proposal Inadequate 
and" apparently designed to gain a unilateral advantage for 
the US, Secretary Dulles, he pointed out, had recently 
spoken merely of a possibility of reducing to a minimum 
the flights being protested by the USSR (see item of 1 May 
1953)* and other avenues of attack on the USSR would remain 
open from American milltan^ bases in such places as England.. 
France, West Germany, Italy, and Turkey. Moreover, a 
majority vote in the Security Council on the American 
proposal (see item of 2 May) could not be taken seriously 
because a majority of its members were dependent in some • 
degree on the US. (See item of 24 May 1958.) 

(U) Ltr, Khrushchev to Eisenhower, 9 May 58, CCS 092 
(2j«14-45) sec 76. Also in Dept of State Bulletin , vol 
XXXVIII (9 Jun 58), pp. 940"3W. 

2h May 58 President Elsenhower noted with satisfaction that Premier 
Khrushchev had In his letter of 9 May accepted ("at least 
partially") the President's proposal for an East-West con- 
ference of technical experts to study methods of detecting 
clandestine nuclear tests. Experts from the West, the 
President said, would be prepared to meet with experts 
from the Soviet side at Geneva (subject to agreement by 
the Swiss Government) within 3 weeks of the President's 
learning that these arrangements were acceptable to 
Khrushchev. He stressed that the experts should be "chosen 
on the basis of special competence, so as to assure that 
we get scientific, not political conclusions." He had in 
mind, he said, experts from the UK and France, and possibly 
other countries, as well as from the US and the USSR. He 
thoiight the experts should make an Initial report within 
30 days after convening and aim at a final report within 
60 days or as soon thereafter as possible. (See item of 
30 May 1958.) 

Ltr, Elsenhower to Khrushchev, 24 May 5o, Dept of 
State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (9 Jun 58), p. 939- 

28 May 58 In reply to a Soviet note of 5 May 1958 (see item) on an 

agenda for a summit conference, the US, the UK, and France 
presented a memorandum to Foreign Minister Gromyko recapit- 
ulating the Western position on the proposals for partial 
disarmament advanced in 1957 by the West and again In 
President Eisenhower's letter to Premier Bulganln on 12 
January 1958 (see item). 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (7 Jul 58), pp. 12- 
17. ' 

28 May 53 In a tripartite aide-memoire to the Soviet Foreign Minister, 
the US, the UK, and France suggested that the following 
procedure be followed in preparation for a summit confer- 
ence: the ambassadors of the three countries and the 
Soviet Foreign Minister would explore the possibilities of 
agreement on major issues; when they had made progress in 
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these talks they would agree on the time, place, and 
composition of a foreign ministers' meeting; the foreign 
ministers would review the preparatory studies conducted 
by the ambassadors and, if satisfied with the prospect for 
agreements at a summit conference, would set the date, 
place, and composition of such a meeting. 

Three days later the Western powers presented to the 
Soviet Government a list of general headine;s for reviewing 
specific agenda proposals. , , ic 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (7 Jul 58), pp. 16- 

17. 

^0 May 53 Regretting the absence of any "answer to such an urgent 
problem as that of the immediate cessation of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons tests," Premier Khrushchev accepted in 
general the arrangements proposed in President Eisenhower's 
letter of 24 May for an East-West conference of technical 
experts on methods of detecting prohibited nuclear tests. 
Instead of Geneva, however, he proposed Moscow as the site 
of the conference. He thought the entire work of the 
conference should be concluded and a final report rendered 
to governments within 3 or U weeks after the date of 
convening. Since the US proposed the participation of 
experts from Britain and France and possibly other 
countries, the USSR proposed that experts from Poland and 
Czechoslovakia join in the conference. In addition 
Khrushchev though It "advisable" that experts from India 
and possibly some other countries be invited to participate 
(See item of 10 June 1958.) ^ . 

Ltr, Khrushchev to Elsenhower, 30 May 58, Dept of 
State Bulletin, vol XXXVIII (30 Jun 58), pp. 10ti3-lOOT. 
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in Tiin Reolying to Premier Khrushchev's letter of 30 May about 

10 Jun 56 ^P^sSfwest conference of technical experts, President 

Eisenhower suggested that the discussions begin on or 
about 1 July 1958 at Geneva. He appreciated Khrushcnev s 
offer of Moscow for the site but stated that Geneva would 
be preferable from the Western point of view, noting that 
the Swiss Government had agreed to this location. The 
President again made clear that the talks would be under- 
taken "without commitment as to the final decision on 
the relationship of nuclear test suspension to other more 
important disarmament measures I have proposed. He 
agreed to the participation of Czechoslovakian and Polish 
experts, and saw no objection in principle to later 
participation by experts of nationalities not identified 
with either side if it was agreed during the course of 
the talks that this was necessary or useful. As to the 
date for rendering a final report, he favored sufficient 
flexibility to permit the resolution of any complex 
technical issues that might require more time than the 
3 or ^ weeks suggested by Khrushchev. (See item of 

'^^tr^'^Elsenhower to Khrushchev, 10 Jun 58. Pep t of 
State Bulletin , vol XXXVIII (30 Jun 58), p. IO63. 

11 Jun 58 In a lon'g letter to President Eisenhower, Premier 

Kirushchev complained about the lack of progress being 
made in preparations for a summit conference. He 
repeated the list of items that the USSR felt should be 
considered at the summit --first and foremost the 
immediate cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests 
Reiterating arguments previously advanced to emphasize 
the urgency of a test cessation, he asked why the Western 
powers insisted upon the "renewal of futile discussions 
of the problem of disarmament 'as a whole ' An agree- 
ment on the cessation of nuclear tests, he again 
asserted, would be a good beginning and would pave the 
way toward solution of all major international problems. 

Ltr, Khrushchev to Elsenhower, 11 Jun 58, Dept of 
State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (21 Jul 58), pp. 96-101. 

15 Jun 58 In an aide-memoire delivered to Ambassador Thompson in 
Moscow, the liSSR agreed to a conference of experts to 
be convened in Geneva on 1 July 1958 to study the means 
of detecting nuclear explosions (see item of 10 June 
1958) . The note proposed a time limit of 3 to 4 weeks 
for the deliberations of the conference and listed the 
delegation of experts from the Soviet Union, headed by 
Y K Pederov, a corresponding member of the Academy of 
Sciences of the USSR. (See item of 20 June 1958.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (7 Jul 58), 
pp. 11^X2. 

13 Jun 58 The UN Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation 

completed Its report after a study lasting 22 years. In 
the report the Committee concluded unanimously that any 
added radiation exposure to which human beings might be 
subjected in the atmosphere, no matter how slight, might 
be injurious, and that the explosion of nuclear weapons 
was resulting in "a growing increment to world-wide 
radiation levels." The Committee cautioned, however, 
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that "any present attempt to evaluate the effects of, 
flourceiof radiation to which the worldpopulation Is 
exp osed cih produ'cF'only tentative estimates with wide 
margins or "uncertainty 7^ The Committee's only lapse 
trom unanimity was in the voting on a Soviet proposal 
calling for "Immediate" cessation of nuclear tests. 
This proposal was defeated by a vote of 10-3-2 (Belgium 
and India). (The report was made public on 11 August 
1958 ) 

'(UVUN. Report of the UN Scientific Committee on 
the Effects of Atomic Radiation (Gen Assembly, 13th 
iiis71Jirdoc"A/5a5y. New York, 1958), pp. 41-43- NYT, 
11 Aug 58, 1:8, 6:1-8. 

20 Jun 58 Answering the Soviet aide-memoire of 13 June (see item), 
the State Department noted the Soviet acceptance of a 
conference of experts to study nuclear test detection, 
accepted in principle the time limit suggested by the 
USSR, and presented the panel of experts that would com- 
pose the Western delegation. The panel, headed by Dr. 
James B. Fisk, vice-president of the Bell Telephone 
Laboratories and member of the President's Science 
Advisory Committee, Included experts from Canada, France, 
and the UK as well as from the US. (See 1st item of 

"^ ^ept^ of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (7 Jun 58), p. 11. 

22 Jun 58 John W. Finney of the New York Times reported from 

Washington that 31 of the leading seismologists of the 
US were in general agreement on the possibility of 
establishing an international Inspection system capable 
of detecting most underground nuclear explosions. The 
scientists had warned, however, that such an inspection 
system would not be infallible, for within a certain 
range of intensity nuclear explosions could be confused 
with earthquakes or even heavy conventional explosions. 
These views had become known as the result of a question- 
naire survey conducted by the Humphrey Senate Sub- 
committee (on Disarmament). 
NYT, 23 Jun 58, 1:8. 

23 j^'-. '30 " The Assi-stant Secretary of Defense (ISA) requested the 

views of the JCS on a Department of State position paper 
setting forth instructions for the US delegation at the 
Geneva tec.iiiical talks. The paper stated the broad 
objectives of the US in the talks as follows. (1) To 
ascertain t.he willingness of the USSR to participate 
fully asA with scientific objectivity in the discussion 
of such technical questions as (a) the determination of 
the existing technical capabilities for detection and 
identification of nuclear explosions of various yields 
in various environments, and (b) the determination of 
the characteristics and reliability of various systems 
for detecting and identifying nuclear explosions above 
a series of minimum yields and regardless of environ- 
ment; (2) to demonstrate the soundness of the US position 
regarding the technical aspects of the foregoing 
questions and the objective and constructive spirit in 
v/hich the U3 was approaching the inspection aspects of 
disarmament; (3) to ascertain the attitude of the Soviet 
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24 Jun 53 



union toward acceptance of reasonable Ins^ectlon^a^^ 
control in disamaaent agreements, ana i ) 
agreement on technical "P»^"^^i|°nrpoBslble) on the 
nuclear explosions and (to *2?.otlon of violations of 
technical requirements for «teotion 01 
any agreement to suspend i^uoUar tesW 

p"o?ftrcL Vstion a^^^^^^^^ 

ripWs? SlfrSlii^nt measures. (See 

1st item of 25 June 195B_) . j^-g i'oepartaent of 
C) Memo, Aest SecDef (ISA) to ^ Nuclear Test 
State Position Paper on Technical TalKs on^N ^^^^ 

forfcri73?/2r6!'2Wr|8rooi"^a (tw-^S) sec 76. 

iSfoS^^^^^^ 

Sy.^i"syi^Bulletin, vol XXXIX (21 Jul 58). 
,02-103^ 



2'4 Jun 5 
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^^«^in«inff classified information that might reduce the 
ci?ab??u| of ?he US to detect Soviet nuclear tests by 
^eSoardizlng existing sources of intelligence and 
i^pa?^?nr?Sture prolpects for intelligence collection 

^^On 26®jiie the Deputy Secretary of Defense forwarded 
the v?2ws of^he JCS U> the Department of State, express- 

Ihrconcurrence of the defense Department and re com- 
mending that the amendments suggested "^yJ^^^J^^^J^^,,.^ 
inSoSorated in the US position paper. The Deputy Under 
Secr^aS of State replied on 11 July that changes in 
the position paper had been made along the lines 
suggested by ti^e^jCS^ SecDef, "Department of State 
Positi^ Paper on Technical Talks on Nuclear Test 

IT, ^Jv^\l iW^A of Jcl 1731^57, 15 Jul 53 All 
in CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec lb. 

25 Jun 53 In an aide- memoire delivered to Ambassador Thompson, 
25 Jun ^0 xn ^gg^' ceased alarm at the position taken by 

Secretary Sf State Dulles in reply to a news -conference 
o^lestio^^on 17 J'one about the relationship of the Geneva 
conference of experts to a ban on nuclear tests Mr 
SSnIs! Sid reaffimed the US view that the work of the 
conference must be carried out without deciding the 
question beforehand whether or not tests would be 
te^orarily terminated see item of 28 April 1958). The 
So^et note questioned the motivation of the US in pro- 
posing She conference and asked for a declaration by the 
US thit the meeting of the experts was 'subordinate to 
the resolution of the problem of the universal and 
immert-iai-P cfissation of tests of nuclear weapons, 
immediate cessation 01^^ US replied by letter that it 

stood by the procedure agreed to in the f ^^^^pondence 
up to that time and that its experts were already en 
rSute to Geneva. (See items of 28 and 30 June 1958.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (14 Jul ^o;, 
pp. 4T=4H. 

oQ T„r, t^ft Tn a note delivered to Ambassador Thompson the USSR 
23 Jun 58. I^l^^d the US for an unequivocal statement to the effect 
that the Geneva conference of experts was tied -o the 
matn task" -immediate, universal cessation of nuclear 
experiments. Without such an understanding, said the 
S^iet note, the conference would be an empty waste of 
tile and coild only lead to "deception of peoples. 
(See item of 30 June 1958.) ^^^^ , , c-o\ 

DeEt of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (21 Jul 58), 

pp. 1#T02. 

30 Jun 58 The State Department replied to the Soviet aide-aemolre 
:3u oun z>u ^^^^^ ^ ^^^^ repeated the US 

position on the experts' conference. The conference, 
said the Department's aide-memoire , was to study the 
practical problems of supervision and control necessary 
to dependable disarmament agreements; but, as the 
President had stated in his letter of 28 April 1958 (see 
item), "these studies are without prejudice to our re- 
spective positions on the timing and interdependence of 
various aspects of dlsannaraent^ 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (21 Jul 58), 

p. 10^^. ^ 
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The Geneva conference of technical experts convened and 
agreed on an agenda (see Inter alia Items of 10 and 13 
June 1958). The conference would llrst examine the var- 
ious means of detecting nuclear explosions, after which 
it would consider the required characteristics of a 
detection network. The conferees also decided that the 
official name of the meeting should be Conference of 
Experts to Study the Possibility of Detecting Violations 
of a Possible Agreement on Suspension of Nuclear Tests. 
(See item of 21 August 1958.) 
NYT, 2 Jul 58, 1:2. 

Premier Khrushchev proposed in a letter to President 
Eisenhower that in the near future the US and the USSR, 
and possibly some other countries, designate represent- 
atives to make a Joint study of the "practical aspects 
of the problem of surprise attack. This problem had 
become especially acute, he said, because of the dan- 
gerous practice of flights by American military aircraft 
carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs over the territories 
of a number of West European states and in Arctic areas 
in the direction of the Soviet borders." All that was 
required to reduce greatly the danger of atomic war 
inherent 'in these flights was an order from the US Govern 
ment. As for an inspection area against surprise attack, 
the Soviet Union was prepared to reach agreement, as 
previously, on reciprocal aerial photography in the zone 
of concentration of the main armed forces in Europe to 
a distance of 800 kilometers both east and west of the 
line of demarcation between the two groupings of European 
states. In addition, the Soviet Union proposed the 
establishment of a Far Eastern zone of aerial inspection 
that woiild include corresponding portions of the terri- 
tory of the USSR and that of the US. Unlike the proposal 
transmitted to the USSR by the three Western powers on 
28 May (see item), Khrushchev asserted, the Soviet pro- 
posals gave equal consideration to the security Interests 
of all the nations involved, and he therefore thought 
they ml^t constitute a suitable basis for agreement. 
Unfortunately, however, they had not been favorably re- 
ceived by the US in the past. But the USSR and the US 
were agreed on the basis of past correspondence that the 
subject of surprise attack was important enough to be 
on the agenda of a summit meeting. The Joint study now 
being proposed by the USSR— at which each country's 
delegation should include military representatives, 
"e.g., at the level of experts"— could develop recom- 
mendations regarding measures for the prevention of 
surprise attack, and these recommendations would ' un- 
doubtedly" facilitate the adoption of a decision on 
this subject at a subsequent sunanit meeting. (See item 
of 31 July 1958.) 

(U) Ltr, Khrushchev to Elsenhower, 2 Jul 58, CCS 
092 (4-14-45] sec 77. Also in Dept of State Bulletin , 
vol XXXIX (18 Aug 58), pp. 279-5807 

In reply to Premier Khrushchev's letter of 11 June (see 
item). President Eisenhower expressed his surprise and 
disappointment over the Soviet Union's allegation that 
the US was io^eding progress toward a summit meeting. 
The President asked Kiu^ushchev for an answer to Western 
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agenda axiggestlons as well as a reply to the procedural 
proposals advanced by the West. (See 2d Item of 28 May 
1958. ) 

Ltr, Elsenhower to Khrxishchev, 2 Jul 58, Dept of 
State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (21 Jul 58), pp. 95 -9b. 

3 Jul 58 Referring to Premier Khrushchev's proposal of 2 July 
(see lat Item) for a conference of e:q>ert8 to discuss 
the problem of surprise attack, the Secretary of State 
asked Dr. James R. Kllllan, Jr., the President's Special 
Assistant for Science and Technology, to make a prelim- 
inary analysis of the technical questions Involved. He 
hoped the study would among other things Indicate the 
most Important objects and means of Inspection and control 
In any Inspection system designed to prevent surprise 
attack, camnent on the reliability of the various pro- 
posals for surprise -attack inspection advanced in previous 
disarmament negotiations, and propose for further study 
any appropriate measures that had not already been con- 
sidered in past proposals made by the US. 

Jft^ Ltr, SecState to Spec Asst to Pres for Science 
and Technology, 3 Jul 58, App A to JCS 1731/260, 
5 Aug 58,. CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 77. 

9 Jul 58 In a note handed to US Ambassador Thompson in Moscow, 

Soviet Foreign Minister Grorayko called on the US to coti- 
mlt itself to a suspension of nuclear weapons tests in 
advance of any agreement by the technical experts meeting 
at Geneva to study methods of detecting clandestine 
nuclear explosions (see item of 1 July 1958). In report- 
ing this Information New York Times correspondent 
William J. Jordan noted that this was the third time in 

2 weeks that the Soviet Government had pressed this 
matter. (See 2d item of 25 June and item of 2fi June 1958.) 

NYT , 10 Jul 58, 1:6. 

10 Jul 58 Dr. Kllllan replied to the Secretary of State's letter of 

3 Jiily requesting him to make a preliminary study of the 
technical questions involved in the sxirprise -attack 
problem. Discussion of the matter in the Science Ad- 
visory Conmittee, Dr. Kllllan said, had led to the con- 
clusion that technical questions were inextricably inter- 
twined with political and military considerations, e.g., 
in such problems as controls applying to weapons or to 
deployments. He therefore believed the Science Advisory 
Committee should Join with representatives of the State 
and Defense Departments, the Central Intelligence Agency, 
and other government agencies if it was to make an 
effective study of the kind desired. (See item of 14 
July 1958.) 

jet Ltr, Kllllan to SecState, 10 Jul 58. App B to 
JCS 1731/260, 5 Aug 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 77. 

l4 Jul 58 The President requested -the Secretary of Defense to Join 
with the Secretary of State and Dr. Kllllan in having a 
careful study of the surprise-attack problem made, with 
appropriate consiatation between governmental agencies 
and officials. He hoped the working gro\«) actually 
charged with the study would take full advantage of 
pertinent technical analyses and studies being developed 




within the Science Advisory Conralttee. 

(The two secretaries and Dr. Kllllan were subse- 
quently referred to &s the "comaittee of three." Tht 
group charged with the study was called the Inter-Agtncy 

Working Group.) (See 2d item of 3 Septemr>er 1958.) 
M moo, Pros to SecDef , 14 Jul 58, App C to 

JCS 1731/260, 5 Aug 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 77. 

The USSR enclosed with a note t« the US a draft treaty 
embodying moat of the agenda items on disarmament pro* 
posed in its note of 5 May 1958 (see Item). The proposed 
treaty was a nonaggression pact designed to foster 
friendship and cooperation between the NATO and Warsaw 
Treaty nations. The disarmament items were incorporated 
in the treaty, the Soviet note said, because of (1) the 
"significant difficulties" in the way of achieving an 
agreement or even any progress in negotiations on dis- 
armament per se, and (2) the steady worsening of the 
explosive situation in Europe, with the prospect of "a 
war using nuclear and ballistic means of annihilation" 
unless "special prohibitive or, at least, delimiting 
measures" were taken. (See 3d item of 22 August.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (22 Sep 58), pp. 
462-46Bi; " 

The US replied by diplomatic note to Premier Khrushchev's 
letters of 9 Msy and 2 July to President Eisenhower (see 
items) insofar as those letters related to the problest 
of preventing surprise attack. The US proposed that 
qualified persons from each side meet during the first 
week of October for a study of the "technical aspects 
of safeguards against the possibility of surprise attack." 
On the basis of Khrushchev's letter of 2 July the US 
assumed Soviet agreement that these discussions would 
take place "without prejudice to the respective positions 
of the two Government s as to the delimitatioi of areas 
within which safeguards would be established, or as to 
the timin|c or interdependence of various aspects of dis- 
armament. " The US explicitly did not agree that the 
areas to be supervised against the possibility of sur- 
prise attack should be those mentioned in Khrushchev's 
letter of 2 July. Further in this regard the US noted 
that the suggested base line for determining the extent 
of the eastern and western portions of Khnishchev's 
proposed European inspection zone had apparently been 
selected with a view to crystallizing the existing 
division of Europe, since this line was the line of 
demarcation between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. As for 
Khrushchev's remarks about flights of US military air- 
craft in the Arctic area, the US wished to point out that 
(l) the greater portion of the Arctic Zone air space was 
internationally free, and (2) the US had never dispatched 
aircraft armed with nuclear bombs toward the borders of 
the USSR as the result of a misinterpreted radar blip 
or other false alert, as the Soviet Qovemment seemed to 
think. Moreover, if dependable safeguards against sur- 
prise attack in that area were established, US aircraft 
would eonfom to the agreed control measures. The US 
believed that technical discussions of measures to reduce 
the possibility of stirprise attack, even tho\igh made 
without reference to particular areas, would produce a 
fuller realisation of the vAue of an Arctic inspection 



,nnp and nave the way for agreement on safeguards there 
l^other areLT Ld alef^would be helpful in deter- 
Sning whether a summit meeting might be useful. (See 
1st item of 8 September 1958.) . - 

Text in pept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (lb Aug 

58), pp. 278-579T 
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The JCS replied to a memorandxim of 15 A'ogust 1958 frcn the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense requestlne as a matter of 
urgency their views concerning a State Department revision 
of the nuclear provisions of the US position on the first 
phase of disarmament and an alternative revision formulatec 
ty the Department of Defense. (Both revisions provided for 
separate negotiation of a safeguarded agreement to suspend 
nuclear testing and both made continuation of otherwise 
satisfactory suspension beyond a stated period contin,3ent 
upon the completion of a safeguarded agreement to stop 
reducing fissionable materials for weapon purposes.) 



A strong adherence to 



the existing US position on nucH^^ testing, they con- 
cluded, seemed plainly indicated. They requested that 
these views be conveyed to the President. 

On 18 August the Deputy Secretary of Defense forwarded, 
with his cMpiBnts, the foregoing views of the JCS to the 
President. 



(_:' nrr) Memo, Dep SecDef to CJCS, '*W^Blon of U.S. 
Position on First Phase of Disarmament as Proposed by 
Department of State (l4 August 1958)," 15 Aug 58, End B 
to JCS 1731/261, 13 Aug 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 

77. ^e-fWl Memo, JCS to SecDef, ^'Nuclear Te sting (U), 
15 Aug 58, same file, sec 78, derived from («"11U) JCS 1731/ 
261, 13 AUK 58, same file, sec 77. ^ rm) N/H of 
JCS 1731/201, 22 Aug 58, same file, sec 77. 

The conference of technical experts convened at Geneva on 
1 July 1958 (see item) completed Its work with the adoption 
of a final report for consideration by governments. The 
experts concluded In the report that It was technically 
feasible with methods available to establish a "workable 
and effective control system to detect violations of an 
agreement on the world-wide suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests." The methods of detecting nuclear explosions, 
believed to be effective even for those of low yield (1-5 
KT), were listed as the method of collecting samples of 
radioactive debris, the methods of recording seismic, 
acoustic and hydroacoustlc waves, and the radio-signal 



method— all in conjunction with on-site inspection of uni- 
dentified events that could he suspected of being nuclear 
exiDlosiona. The report set forth the requirements of a 
control system considered adequate to identify 90 per cent 
of contMiental earthquakes equivalent to a p-KT explosion 
and a small percentage of those equivalent to a 1-KT 
exDlosxon. The remaining earthquakes, estimates as numoer- 
ms 20 to 100 per year, would be detected by the system 
but their identification as earthquakes (i.e., not nuclear 
exDlosxons) would have to be accomplished by on-site 
inspections. The control system would inter alia embrace 
160 to 170 land-based control posts ( equipped as specified 
in the report) and about 10 ships. The land-based control 
Dosts would have approximately the following distribution: 
North America, 24; Europe, 6; Asia, 37j Australia, 7; 
South America, l6; Africa, l6; Antarctica, U; and various 

Islands, about 60. T^ r^. 4. 

Text of communique and report in Pep t of State 
Bulletin , vol XXXIX (22 Sep 58), pp. ^52-46^ 

President Elsenhower announced that the US was prepared to 
begin negotiations promptly with the other nuclear powers 
toward an agreement to cease testing nuclear weapons. His 
announcement resulted from the conclusion of the Geneva 
conference of experts (see item of 21 August) that it was 
technically possible to supervise and enforce such an 
agreement, and specified that the agreement should include 
establishment of an international control system like the 
one described In the experts' report. If this offer was 
accepted In principle and the USSR did not resume testing, 
the US would refrain from nuclear testing for one year 
from the date of the beginning of negotiations. Further, 
as part of the treaty to be negotiated and on a basis of 
reciprocity, the US would be prepared to continue the 
suspension on a year-by-year basis after assurance at the 
beginning of each year that (1) the agreed inspection 
system was Installed and working effectively, and (2) satis- 
factory progress was being made in reaching agreement on 
and Implementing major and substantial arms-control 
measures such as the US had long sought. The US negotiators 
would be ready to meet with those of other nations by 31 

October 1958. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

On the same date the State Department transmitted a 
copy of the President's statement to the Soviet Government 
•with a note proposing that the negotiations referred to by 
the president begin on 31 October in New York and be 
reported through the Secretary General to the UN General 
Assembly and Security Council. Also on the same date the 
UK announced its readiness to begin negotiations under 
conditions similar to those proposed by the US. (See item 
of 30 August for the Soviet reply. Negotiations began and 
the test suspension went Into effect on 31 October 1958.) 

(U) President's statement on nuclear testing, circu- 
lated In (U) JCS 1731/265, 28 Aug 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) 
sec 78; text also in Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX 
(8 Sep 58), pp. 378-379T" Text of US note m Dept of State 
Bulletin , vol XXXIX (8 Sep 58), p. 378. Rpt oTUir^ 
announcement in NYT, 23 Aug 58, 1:6. 
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Tn anticipation of a possible East-V/est conference on 
surprise attack the JCS forwarded to the Secretary of 
Defense their recommendations on the composition and 
membership of the US delegation and their suggestea terr.:- 
Sfreference. They believed the delegation should be 
limited to three principal members, plus a technical Soa.., 
a back-up staff in Washington, and a political adviser 
S^nce the assessment of safeguards against surprise attcc^ 
was primarily a military function, they cons Idereatnat 
^he head of the delegation should be a knowleageabie _ 
military officer of international stature, such as Aamiral 
Radford or General Gruenther. In addition, one of the 
remaining two principal members should have a military 
background. The third principal member should have a 
scientific background. . In their suggested terms of 
reference they Included the principle that the US delega- 
tion should make clear to the Soviets, as the need might 
arise, that it considered any purely political questions 
to be outside its terms of reference. ^ ^ ^ , . 

On 30 August the Deputy Secretary of Defense forwardea 
these views to the Secretary of State for appropriate con- 
sideration, noting that the recommendations of the JCS 
regarding the principal members of the delegation had 
already been met in the appointment of General John n. Hull 
as the head and General James E. Doollttle and Dr George 
Klstlakowsky as the other two principal members. (Generals 
Hull and Doollttle did not serve. The head of the delega- 
tion when it went to Geneva for the conference, which 
opened on 10 November 1958, was William C. Foster. The 
other two principal members were General Otto P. Weyland, 
USAF, and Dr. Klstlakowsky, of the President's Science 
Advisory Committee. (See Ist item of 7 November 1958.) 

-fen Memo, JCS to SecDef, "Preparations of Possible 
Neeotiatlons on Measures to Detect and Discourage Surprise 
Attack," 22 Aug 58, derived from «^ JCS 1731/262, .15 Aug 
58. N/H of JCS 1731/262, 3 Sep 58. All in CCS 092 

(/!.l4-it5) sec 78. 

In reply to the Soviet note of 15 July 1958 (see item) 
proposing a nonaggresslon pact between NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact, the State Department said that it was making no 
comment on the substance of either the note or the draft 
treaty since thev merely reflected the contents of the 
Sdviet note of 5 May 1958 (see item). The first step 
toward resolving the question of an agenda at a summit con- 
ference, the Department said, would have to be a breaking 
of the impasse in the preparatory discussions at Moscow. 
(See 2d item of 28 May and 2d item of 2 July 1958. 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (22 Sep 58), p. ^^62, 

The National Security Council noted and discussed an oral 
report concerning the Geneva technical conference on 
nuclear testing by Dr. James B. Plsk, the chairman of the 
US delegation. (See item of 21 August 1958.) 

J^&T NSC Action No. 1979, 27 Aug 58, files of Control 
Dlv, JCS. 

In response to the US note transmitting President 
Elsenhower's offer of 22 Axigust to begin negotiations on 
the suspension of nuclear tests, the Soviet Government 
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announced by return note its readiness to begin such 
negotiations with the US and the UK on 31 October. The 
aim of the Soviet Government in these negotiations, the 
note stated, would be to conclude "agreement on the ces- 
sation forever of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
by states with establishment of appropriate control for 
fulfillment of such asreement." Sugsesting Geneva as the 
most convenient place for the conference, the USSR pro- 
posed a limitation on its duration of 2 to 3 weeks. 

Dept of State Bulletin ; vol XXXIX (29 Sep 58), pp. 
503-5W" 



Tae second UN International Conference on the Peaceful Ures 
of Atomic Energy met In Geneva. The conference was attena- 
ed by more thaf 5,000 delegates and observers from o7 
countries. Premier Khrushchev, In a message to the confer- 
ence, again called for an end to atomic tests and weapons. 
' nYT , 2 Sep 53, 1:6. 

In a diplomatic note to the Soviet Government the US 
aSvernirlnt requested a reply to lt3 note of 31 Juiy regard- 
inr a study of the technical aspects of saieguards against 
the possibility of surprise attack. The US Government 
suggested that because of the delay and the need for care- 
ful preparations the meeting originally proposed for the 
first week of October should be scheduled to take place 
about two months following receipt of the Soviet reply. 
(See Item of 15 September 1958.) ^ 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (29 Sep 58), p. p04. 

The JCS replied to a memorandum of 22 August 1958 from the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense requesting their views on the 
suitability of the final report of the Inter-Agency Working 
Group on the surprise-attack problem. (This report, not a 
position paper and containing no specific recommendations, 
dealt with the general problems Involved in developing 
safeguards against surprise attack. It was submitted to 
the ^committee of three" [Secretary of State, Secretary of 
Defense, and Dr. Kllllan] on 15 August. See Item of 1-. 
July 1958.) The JCS considered the paper more suitable 
for providing baclcground information than as a primary 
basis for developing the specific US positions for use in 
the technical discussions. They noted the emphasis placed 
throughout the reoort on the point that certain other 
aspects of disarmament, such as imitations on the disposi- 
tion and readiness or the sizes and types of forces, were 
prerequisites to the development of safeguards against 
surprise attack. These aspects of over-all disarmament 
measures were in the view of the JCS inappropriate for 
discussion at the forthcoming technical talks. The JCS 
thought that designated technicians would be able to reach 
a common understanding regarding the feasibility of detect- 
ing surprise attack, or methods of Inspecting against it. 
They agreed with the conclusion of the report that a great 
deal of further study was necessary to develop the US 
national position. 

(JB) Memo, Dep SecDef to CJCS, "Report of the Inter- 
Apency Working Group on Surprise Attack (S)," 22 Aug 5o, 
End to JCS 176/263, 22 Aug 58, CCS 092 (J-l^-^S) 

sec 78. C**^ Memo, JCS to SecDef, same sub J, 8 Sep 58, 
same file, sec 79, derived from ^) JCS 1731/264, same 
file, sec 73. li&TWn of JCS 1731/264, 24 Sep 58, same 
file, sec 78. 

The Secretary of Defense requested the JCS to establish 
direct liaison with the US delegation to the forthcoming 
Geneva surprise-attack talks for the purpose of providing 
the delegation with such information, studies, and other 
assistance as might be needed in the course of the delega- 
tion's preparations. 

^«TMemo, SecDef to CJCS, "Measures to Reduce the 
Possibility of Surprise Attack (U)," 10 Sep 58, End A to 
^^JCS 1731/267, 11 Sep 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 79. 
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-eolvlng to the US note of 31 July concerning a surprise- _ 
a?tackion?erence of experts, the Soviet Government statea 
that what it had had in mind in its letter of 2 Jaiy from 
=-enier Khrushchev to President Eisenhower was a meeting 
d^votld to "the working out of practical recornmenaatlons^ 
Concerning measures to prevent surprise attack in cor.oina 
tion with definite steps in the field of disarmament The 
US assumption of agreement by the Soviet Government thar 
these talks should not predetermine the positions of tne 
two governments in connection with the timing and inter- 
dependence of the different aspects of disarmament was 
therefore without foundation. The Soviet Government had 
no objection to the time and place proposed in the US note 
of 31 July, but in view of the US note of 8 September (see 
1st item of that date) it proposed that the meeting of 
experts convene in Geneva on 10 November It further pro- 
posed that the meeting conclude its work in the shortest 
possible time, "for example in the course of four to five 
weeks " The principle of equal representation from the 
Atlantic and Warsaw Pacts should obtain, the Soviet Govern- 
ment continued; hence it proposed that representatives 
attend from the US, the UK, France, Belgium, the USSR, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Rumania. It agreed that the 
m should be kept informed concerning the work of the 
conference.' (See item of 10 October 195o.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol :O0CIX (27 Oct 5o}, FP- 

shQ.ew. 

Representatives of State, Defense, CIA, AEC, the President's 
Science Advisory Committee, and the office of Mr. Gordon 
Gray (the President's Assistant for National Security 
Affairs) met to discuss a State Department draft of objec- 
tives and terms of reference for the US delegation to the 
approaching Geneva talks on surprise-attack safeguards. 
The conferees having split on whether or not limitations 
and restrictions on armaments and forces should be discussed 
at the forthcoming talks, it was decided to submit this 
question to the President's "committee of three' appointed 
on 14 July 1958 (see item). 

On 22 September the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(ISA) requested the views of the JCS on this question for 
the guidance of the Secretary of Defense at a meeting of 
the committee of three scheduled for 2b September 1958. 
(See item of 24 September.) 

^ ■b7 Memo, Asst SecDef (ISA) to CJCS, "Preparations for 
the 10 November 1958 Geneva Technical-Military Talks on 
Surprise Attack," 22 Sep 58, End to JCS 1731/270, 22 
Sep 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 79. 

The Secretary of Defense issued a memorandum to the three 
military secretaries and the Chairman of the JCS providing 
guidance concerning the effect on the Defense Department 
if the conditions of the President's offer of 22 August 1958 
to suspend nuclear testing for a year should be accepted 
by the USSR. The Military Departments and the Armed Forces 
Special Weapons Project should continue the necessary 
research, laboratory, planning, and budgetary activities on 
the assumptions that limited test operations might be 
initiated by, but not earlier than, February 1960, and that 
extensive test operations might be initiated by, but not 
earlier than, mid-1960. 
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^Memo, SecDef to MllSecs and CJCS, "Guidance 
Covering Nuclear Effects Experiment Phasing During Test 
sSsoen^on (S)/' 19 Sep 58, End to (S) JCS 1751/272, 
23 Sep 58, CCS 092 (^-l4-:i5) sec 79. 
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The JCS replied to the memorandum of 22 September 195-: 
from the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) requesting 
their views on whether or not limitations and restrictionij 
on armaments and forces should be discussed at the forth- 
coming surprise-attack conference at Geneva. They adhered, 
they said, to the pocitlon taken in their memorandum of 
£ September 1958 to the Secretary of Defense--that is, 
these subjects should not be discussed at the conference. 
Inclusion of these subjects, they pointed out, would expand 
the scope of the talks beyond the terms of the US proposal 
for the talks, with resultant disadvantages and no com- 
pensating advantages to the US and its allies. 

These views were transmitted on 26 September to the 
State Department by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, who 
expressed the concurrence of the Defense Department. (See 
item of 16 October 19'38.) 

*6«rrMemo, JCS to SecDef, "Preparations for the 10 
Na-ember 1958 Geneva Technical-Military Talks on Surprise 
Attack (U)/' 24 Sep 58, derived f rom JCS 1731/273, 
23 Sep 58.' 4*f N/H of JCS 1731/273, 30 Sep 58. All in 
CCS 092 (4-l4-'45) sec 79. 



-^he Soviet Union confirmed that it had resumed the testing 
if nuclear weapons. It stated it had been forced to do so 
because of US refusal to suspend tests during the past b 

months. ^ ^ , 

On 7 October, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko 
announced at a UN news conference that the Soviet Union 
would continue nuclear tests until the number equaled the 
total reached by the US and the UK since 31 March 19 5o. 
(See item of 31 October 1958.) 
NYT, 3 Oct 58, 1:2. 

The US Government replied to the Soviet note of 15 September 
regarding a meeting of technical experts at Geneva to study 
the practical aspects of minimizing the possibility of 
surprise attack. In its opinion, the US Government said, 
the primary purpose of the meeting should be "to examine 
the methods and objects of control and to assess the 
results that might be obtained from the adoption of those 
methods in lessening the danger of surprise military 
attack." The conference should undertake its study with a 
view to preparing a technical report for the consideration 
of governments. Such a report would be useful in the sub- 
sequent examination of the problem by governments "at an 
appropriate level." As stated in its note of 31 July, the 
US considered that the discussions should take place with- 
out prejudice to the respective positions of the Ijwo 
governments in regard to the delimitation of areas within 
which measures mi^ht be established, or in regard to the 
timing or interdependence of various aspects of disarmament. 
VJlth this understanding the US agreed to the commencement 
of the meeting on 10 November and proposed that the West 
should be represented by experts from the US, the UK, 
"France, Canada, Italy, and "possibly other countries." 
(See 1st item of 1 November 1958.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (2? Oct 58), p. 648. 

A conference of 17 principals, headed by Under Secretary of 
State Herter and Deputy Secretary of Defense Quarles, met 
to consider the possibility of broadening the agenda to be 
offered by the US delegation for discussion at the Geneva 
conference on the surprise-attack problem, proposed to open 
on 10 November 1953. Dr. James R. lailian, Jr., the 
President '8 .Assistant for Science and Technology, emphasized 
the necessity for the Geneva conference to obtain out- 
standing results and stated his opinion that such results 
would be impossible without consideration of disarmament. 
He added, however, that a proper understanding would have 
to be reached through agreement on the earlier, technical 
paragraphs before discussion of the disarmament aspects 
would be appropriate, Mr. Quarles insisted that he could 
not agree to a departure from the technical aspects by 
authorizing the delegation to advance to the discussion of 
disarmament measures, though he felt that consideration of 
hypothetical examples or variables at several different 
levels might be acceptable if the language were carefully 
checked. He admitted that certain testimony given by 
General LeMay before the Inter-Agency Working Group on 
Surprise Attack and read to the meeting by Dr. Killlan 
provided excellent reasons for abandoning the conference. 
But he pointed out that if the object of the conference was 
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a new approach to the disarmament problem, then it should 
He organized In an entirely different fashion. On the 
other hand, he stressed that the free world had much to 
gain by undertaking the conference within the limitations 
he was urging. Mr. Herter expressed his agreement with 
Mr. Quarles on these last two points. (See 1st item of 

21*0ctober 1958.) . ^ 

Memo for Record by Lt Gen Clovls E. Byers, USA, 
Mil Adviser to Asst SecDef (ISA), "Meeting of Principals 
to Consider Possibility of Broadening Agenda for U. S. 
Delegation to the Surprise Attack Safeguard Conference, 
16 Oct 58, CCS 092 (i;-l4-45) sec 81. 

20 Oct 58 Jules Moch, French delegate to the UN, told the Political 

Committee of the General Assembly that Prance would not 
consider herself bound, at least at the outset, by an 
agreement between the US, the UK, and the USSR to halt 
tests of nuclear weapons. He reminded the Committee that 
France would not be represented when the three nuclear 
powers began negotiations In Geneva on 31 October. Though 
mentioning De Gaulle's statement of 9 October that France 
"ardently hopes never to possess a single atomic or 
thermonuclear bomb," he made it clear that France would 
not renounce a weapon "which other countries already^^ 
possess and the number of which they would Increase." 
France ^s attitude toward any agreement reached to halt 
nuclear weapons tests would depend upon circumstances , he 
said, but he indicated the French attitude by suggesting 
the amendment of a 17-power Western resolution calling for 
suspension of tests while the Geneva negotiations continued. 
The French amendment would add to this resolution "precise 
clauses on cessation, under international control, of the 
production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes 
and on gradual reconversion to peaceful ends, likewise 
under international control, of the existing stockpile." 
NYT, 21 Oct 58, 13:3. 

21 Oct 58 Under Secretary of State Herter, Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Quarles, and Dr. Killlan agreed on the objectives and 
terms of reference for the US delegation to the surprise- 
attack conference at Geneva, Among other things it was 
explicitly stated that discussion at the conference should 
. be.- limited to technical-military factors and that no 
political coramitmenta on behalf of the US could be made. 
The US delegation was to refrain from discussion any 
general disarmament measures that the Soviet-bloc delega- 
tion might propose. But if that delegation had demonstrated 
willingness to make progress in the substantive discussion 
of objects and means of control and It seemed desirable to 
discuss the effect that hypothetical limitations on instru- 
ments of surprise attack might have on the problem of 
reducing the danger of surprise attack, the US delegation 
was to request authorization to enter into such discussions. 

A version of these objectives and terms of reference 
omitting reference to this last point was presented to the 
NATO Council, which gave approval on 24 October 1958. 

Jfff^SCS 1731/285 (Objectives and Terms of Reference for 
the U.S. Delegation to the Technical-Military Experts' 
Talks on Surprise Attack Safeguards), 28 Oct 58, CCS 092 
(4-14-45) sec 82. 
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3 "'^t 53 "he JCS forwarded to the Secretary of Defense a list of 

elements considered by them essential to any agreement on 
the suspension of nuclear weapons tests if the security 
of the US was to be safeguarded. The principal ones 
./ere: (l) retention of the right to use nuclear weapons 
in warfare; (2) limitation of the suspension so that it 
v/ould apply only to explosion of nuclear weapons and 
devices and would last only 1 year but be subject to 
extension on a year-to-year basis, (3) prompt establish- 
ment of an effective international control system for 
monitoring the suspension; (4) establishment of an inter- 
national organization, un:ia2i?>sred by veto or delaying 
tactics, to administer the control system; (5) acceptance 
by the nuclear powers of a specified time and date for 
ceasing nuclear tests, rather than some time and date to be 
determined later by the international control organization; 
(6) adequate notice if one of the nuclear powers decided 
not to renew the obligations of any completed treaty beyond 
the year in effect at such time; (7) automatic release from 
all obligations if a nuclear device should be exploded by 
a nonslgnatory nation. It was of paramount Importance, the 
JCS Insisted, that the US delegation to the Geneva talks 
beginning on 31 October 1958 negotiate from a position 
embracing all the foregoing elements. They therefore re- 
quested that this list be made available to the Defense 
representatives participating with the Inter-Agency Working 
Group on Disarmament Policy and the State Department in 
preparing a draft US treaty on the suspension of nuclear 
test explosions. They further requested that they be per- 
mitted to review and comment on the final US draft treaty 
before the departure of the US delegation for Geneva. (See 
2d Item of 1 November 1958.) 

J^ S^J CS 1731/285 (Objectives and Terms of Reference 
for the U.S. Delegation to the Technical-Mllltarj'- Experts' 
Talks on Surprise Attack Safeguards), 28 Oct 58, CCS 092 
(4-14-45) sec 82. 

22 Oct 58 India and Yugoslavia Introduced a resolution at the UN 

proposing that the UN General Assembly enlarge the Disarma- 
ment Commission to include all 81 UN member nations. (This 
was a revival of the Soviet proposal of a year previously. 
Its rejection at that time caused the Soviets to boycott 
the Disarmament Commission.) 
NYT , 23 Oct 58, 12:1. 

31 Oct 58 The US-Brltlsh-Soviet conference on the suspension of 
nuclear tests opened In Geneva. All three delegations 
reiterated their countries' previous stand. The Soviet 
Union continued to call for three-power agreement for the 
cessation of tests for all time and the establishment cf a 
control system proposed by experts. (The Soviets also 
called for a program of test for test until the actual test 
ban went Into effect. This meant, according to their 
figures, that they still had to conduct 50 tests to catch 
up with the West.) The US and Britain still pressed for an 
initial suspension of tests on a year-to-year basis, the 
establishment of an effective inspection system, and prog- 
ress toward an over-all disarmament and a permanent 
suspension of tests. 

NYT, 31 Oct 58, 1:7 and 1:8. 
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In reply to the US note of 10 Oetober 1953, the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry noted the agreement to Geneva as the 
o lace and 10 November as the time for a conference on 
the prevention of surprise attack. The Soviet note 
reported that since the principle of equal representa- 
tion "has been set as a basis for carrying out the 
conference," representatives of the USSR, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Albania, and perhaps other 
states would take part. It also repeated the Soviet 
position (see item of 15 September 1958) that the 
efforts of the conference "should be directed to working 
out practical recommendations on measures for prevention 
of surprise attack in conjunction with definite steps 
in the field of disarmament." 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (24 Nov 58), 

p. QlST" 

Referring to the memorandum of 21 October 1958 by the 
JCS, in which they had expressed the desire to review 
the final US draft treaty on the suspension of nuclear 
weapons tests before departure of the US delegation for 
Geneva, the Secretary of Defense stated that the dele- 
gation had departed without having formulated a final 
version of the draft treaty. He enclosed a draft dated 
23 October, which he said was subject to further refine- 
ment after coordination with the British before and 
during the Geneva negotiations. He added that both this 
draft and the "Basic U. S. Position for Nuclear Test 
Suspension Negotiations with the USSR" dated 27 October 
1958, a copy of which was also enclosed, were considered 
to be in substantial agreement with the essential treaty 
elements listed in the JCS memorandum of 21 October. 

^^^TMemo, SecDef to CJCS, "Reference Documents for ^ 
Negotiation on Suspension of Nuclear Weapons Tests (U), 
1 Nov 58, circulated in ^ JCS 1731/288, 4 Nov 58, 
CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 83. 

The Political Committee of the UN General Assembly 
approved a compromise resolution under which membership 
of the Disarmament Coraralssion would be broadened in 
1959 to Include all 81 members of the UN (Guinea became 
the eighty-second member of the UN on 12 December 1958). 
Valerian A. Zorin, Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister, told 
the Committee that the Soviet Union would end its 
boycott of the UN Disarmament Commission (see item of 
19 December 1S57) if the resolution was approved. 

On the following day the resolution passed the 
General Assembly by a vote of 78-0-2 with one absentee. 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (24 Nov 58), 
p. 84irNYT, 4 Nov 58, 1:1. 

The UN General Assembly passed a resolution urging the 
US, the UK, and the USSR to make every effort to reach 
an early agreement on suspension of nucl-'jar weapons 
tests "under effective international control. The 
resolution also urged the three nuclear pov.ers not to 
conduct tests during the Geneva nsgotlations and called 
attention to the need for agreement In the forthcoming 
surprise -attack discussions. It was adopted by a vote 
of 49-9 (Soviet bloc) -22. The Assembly then rejected 
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7 Nov 58 



7 Nov 58 



10 Nov 58 



16 Nov 58 



by a vote of iil-27-13 an Asian-African proposal calling 
for the iOTiediate discontinuance of nuclear tests until 
an agreement on controls was reached between the nuclear 
powers . 

Text of Res in Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX 
(17 Nov 58), pp. 791^792, "~N?rrT Nov 5a> 5:2. 

Acknowledging the Soviet note of 1 November (see 1st 
item of that date), the US presented the list of experts 
who would represent the Western powers at the Qeneva 
surprise-attack conference. The US experts were 
William C. Poster, Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky, and 
General Otto P- Weyland. The US en?)ha8ized that partici- 
pation in the conference should be based on ability to 
contribute to the achievement of its objectives and not 
on the notion of "equal representation," which the US 
considered to be neither a "principle" nor a relevant 
basis for organizing the conference. Referring to the 
Soviet statement linking the work of the conference with 
"defir.ite steps in the field of disarmament," the US 
again clarified its position. The US assumed, it said, 
that decisions regarding measures that might acconqDany 
measuies designed to reduce the possibility of surprise 
attack were political and therefore outside the scope 
of the conference, "which would be held without 
prejudice. to the respective positions of the Governments 
concerned as to the timing and interdependence of such 
measures* " 

Text in Dept of State Bulletin , vol XXXIX (24 Nov 
58); pp. 8l5-8Ib7 

Following an announcement by the Atomic Energy ComTiission 
disclosing that Soviet atomic explosions had occurred 
on 1 and 3 November, President Elsenhower warned that 
the US would have to reconsider its own nuclear test 
suspension (see item of 22 August 1958) if the Soviet 
Union did not stop atomic testing. The President's 
statement said that the Soviet action, taken in the face 
of a UN resolution urging suspension of testing during 
the Geneva negotiations on the subject^ had relieved the 
US of any obligation to continue its suspension of 
nuclear weapon tests; however, the US would continue 
suspension of such tests for the time being and hoped 
that the Soviet Union would do the same. 

Text of President's statement in Dept of State 
Bullet in, vol XXXIX (24 Nov 58), p- 8lgr~NYF, a Nov 58, 

i:a. 

The East-West conference of technical experts on measures 
to pr.^vent surprise attack opened at Geneva. (See 1st 
item T'f 13 December 1958.) 

11 Nov 58, 1:4. 

Secr-^ivary of State Dulles informed the head of the US 
delee^tion negotiating at Geneva, on cessation of nuclear 
test .ng about the restilts of a review of these negotia- 
tions at a meeting attended by the Secretaries of State 
and ])fcfense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Comm'-sclon, the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency^ the President's Assistant for Science and 
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Technology, and others. Agreement had been reached on 
Inter alia the following propositions: (1) It was 
unnecessary to adhere precisely to the 22 August 1958 
Presidential formula concerning renewal of any treaty 
on a "year-by-year basis" (such renewal being contingent 
upon satisfactory progress in the establishment of an 
efficacious control system). This provision could be 
expressed in reverse terms, namely^ that there would be 
a right to withdraw from treaty obligation whenever the 
controls contemplated by the treaty were not being 
established or were being violated. (2) The link between 
discontinuance of testing and progress in disarmament in 
general could be effected in a preambular statement of 
the purposes of the treaty that would include a reference 
to disarmament, and in an operative clause that would 
among other things state that the parties could withdraw 
if the purposes of the treaty were not being achieved. 

^jST Msg, SecState to Geneva for Wadsworth, NUSUP 
63, lb Nov 58, OCJCS file "388.3 Disarmament." 



13 Nov 53 The USSR submitted to the UN Political Committee a plan 



for the international control of outer space in which 
it dropped its demand, hitherto a standard component of 
its position, that as a condition of agreement on this 
subject the US must withdraw all its bases from foreign 
territory. The plan called for the establishment of 
a preparatory group empowered to draft rules and 
programs for a later international commission. As 
suggested in the plan, the membership of this preparatory 
group was to consist of the US, the UK, the USSR, France, 
India, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania, the United Arab 
Republic, Sweden, and Argentina. The Soviet delegate 
stated, however, that this was no more than a suggestion 
regarding the membership of the group, which, he said, 
would be "subject to negotiation." He stressed at a 
news conference explaining the proposal that its sub- 
mission did not mean the Soviet Union was willing to 
separate the question of outer space permanently from 
the general issue of disarmament. 
NYT, 19 Nov 58, 1:8, 19:1-5- 



21 Nov 58 The US delegation to the Geneva talks on suspension of 



nuclear tests proposed to the Secretary of State that 
President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan issue 
a joint declaration stating that the US and the UK would 
agree to stop the testing of nuclear weapons permanently 
provided that (l) agreement was reached on an effective 
international system of control, (2) the agreed control 
syste;n was to come into operation by agreed stages, 
and '3) the agreed control system operated satisfactorily 
in rccordance v!izh agreed standards. In a separate 
message to the Department of Defense the Defense member 
of t\e US delegation at Geneva stated that the US could 
agree to the proposed US-UK declaration without detri- 
ment to the US^s basic interests and with a resultant 
enhancement of its negotiating and public position, 
(see 1st item of 9 December 1958.) 

^ Geneva to SecState, SUPNU 77, 21 Nov 58, same 
SUPNU 7o, 21 Nov 58; same, SUPNU 79> 21 Nov 58. All 
cited and summarized in CM-247-58 to SecDef, "Proposed 
Revision of U.S. Position on Nuclear Testing (U), ' 
9 Dec 58, circulated in ^ JCS 1731/294, 11 Dec 58, 
CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 84. 
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24 Nov 58 The UN General Assembly's Political Committee adopted by 

a vote of 54-9-18 a resolution recommending the estab- 
lishment of an 18-member Committee on the Peaceful Uses 
of Outer Space. The Committee was tc be composed of 
representatives from Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Prance, India, Iran, 
Italy, Japan, Mexico, Poland, Sweden, the USSR, the 
United Arab Republic, the UK, and the: US. New York Times 
correspondent Thomas J. Hamilton reported that the USSR 
was decidedly against the composition of the committee 
as too Western-oriented. The Soviets had originally 
proposed an 11-member committee composed of the four 
great powers, three Soviet -satellite nations (Czacho- 
slovakia, Poland, aind Ftumania), three neutrals (India, 
United Arab Republic, Sweden), and one Latin American 
nation (Argentina). India, Burma, and the United Arab 
Republic made last-minute efforts to get the Soviet 
Union and the US together, for, as V. K. Krishna Menon 
of IncMa said, there was "no point in setting up a 
commii:Tcee which will not function.*^ But each side felt 
the other too "rigid" in its outlook even to attempt 
further negotiations. (See 2d item of 13 December 1958.) 

Text in Dept of State Bulletin , vol XL (5 Jan 59 h 
pp. 32-33. N?Tr"25 Nov 5tJ,"Tnr 

25 Nov 58 Lt Gen Clovis E. Byers, USA, Military Adviser to the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA), recommended by 
memorandum to the Deputy Secretary of Defense that 
(1) any revision of the basic US position on nuclear 
testing should be thoroughly staffed in an orderly 
fashion for aporoval by the President atnd not developed 
piece-meal; (2) the US delegation at Geneva should 
adhere to the basic US position as enunciated by the 
President on 22 August 1958 until approval of a change 
by the President; (3) a key element in suiy proposed 
revision, from the Department of Defense's point of 
view, must be the specific provision for annual determi- 
nation that the control system was being installed and 
was working effectively in accordance with whatever 
international agreement had been concluded. (See 1st 
item of 9 December 1958.) 

(Unk, prob S) Mil Adv to Asst SecDef (ISA) to Dep 
SecDef , 25 Nov 58, as cited and summarized in 
CM-247-58 to SecDef, "Proposed Revision of U.S. Position 
"o.a Nuclear Testing (U)," 9 Dec 58, End to (^JCS 1731/ 
294, 11 Dec 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 84. 
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At the Geneva conference on nuclear tests the delegates 
of the US, Britain, and the USSR issued a brief communique 
announcing their agreement on the first article of a 
proposed treaty to prohibit nuclear weapons tests. (The 
text was not made public, but the New York Times reported 
that it was understood to have provided for accession 
by any nation to the completed treaty. ) 
NYT, 7 Dec 58, 1:1. 

The US, the UK, and the USSR ainnounced at Geneva agree- 
ment on the second article of a proposed treaty to 
prohibit nuclear weapons tests. (Though it was not made 
public, the New York Times learned that it stressed the 
need for a control system to police any batn on tests 
of nuclear weapons.) 

NYT, 9 Dec 58, 1:7. 

The Chairman of the JCS objected, on behalf of the JCS, 
to the proposal of the US delegation at the Geneva talks 
on nuclear testing to revise the US position on that 
subject (see item of 21 November 1958). The JCS, the 
Chairman said, endorsed the views already expressed by 
General Byers except for his third point (see item of 
25 November 1958). This third point fell short of the 
previously stated position of the JCS in that the 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests should not be 
contingent merely upon annual determination that the 
control system was being installed and was working 
effectively. The suspension should be limited to 1 year, 
with provision for annual extension, and this annual 
extension should be contingent upon satisfactory progress 
in reaching agreement on and implementing arms -control 
measures . 

jji6T^CM-247-58 to SecDef, "Proposed Revision of U.S. 
Position on Nuclear Testing (U)/' 9 Dec 58, End to 
j;<»f"JCS 1731/294, 11 Dec 50, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 84. 

Dr. James R. Klllian, Jr., the President's Assistant for 
Science and Technology, reported to Deputy Secretary of 
Defense Quarles that the conclusions on underground 
tests in the report of the Geneva conference of experts 
might have to be substantially revised. A preliminary 
analysis of seismic data from the HARDTACK II series 
by the Air Force Office for Atomic Energy-1 (APOAT-1) 
indicated that it would be much more difficult than 
previously thought to identify a seismic event as a 
natural earthquake; moreover, it appeared that the 
number of earthquakes equivalent to a given low yield 
of at rale energy was considerably higher than previously 
estlm: ced. Thus in the control system proposed by the 
Geneve- experts tae number of seismic events above the 
threshold yield of the system that could not be 
identified by the system and would therefore require 
on-sit.3 inspection would be substantially Increased. 
The practical result would be that the threshold yield 
would have to be revised upward (in order to reduce the 
number of inspections required) . ^r. Hans Bethe of 
the President's Science Advisory Committee testified on 
2 February 1959 (see item) before the Disarmament Sub- 
committee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
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that the required revision would be from the threshold 
yield of 5 KT on which the Geneva experts had predicated 
their system to a yield of 20 KT. In other words, the 
new data indicated 20 KT as the minimum yield (or yield 
equivalent) the system could be confidently expected to 
identify as a nuclear explosion (or an earthquake). 
See item of 21 Axigust 1958^7 On behalf of himself and 
Chairman John A. McCone of the Atomic Energy Commission 
Dr. Killian requested Mr. Quarles to ask the APOAT-1 to 
organize a board of seisomologists to assess the validity 
of the new conclusions in time for development of a firm 
position on this question prior to the reconvening on 
5 January of the Geneva conference on cessation of 
nuclear testing, now in Christmas recess. He included 
a list of scientists on whom he and Mr. McCone had 
agreed as suitable for service on the proposed board. 

On 12 December 1958 the Assistant to the Secretary 
of Defense (Atomic Energy) passed Dr. Killian 's request 
to the Chief, AFOAT-1. On l8 December Mr. Quarles, 
Informing Dr. Killian of this fact, stated that the 
Department of Defense would wish to consider formally 
any recommendations that might result from the board's 
review of the seismic data. (See item of 28 December 
1958.) 

l/effVlemo, Asst to Pres for Science and Technology 
to Dep SecDef, "Review of HARDTACK II Seismic Data," 
9 Dec 58, App to (C) JCS 1731/295, 17 Dec 58, CCS 092 
(li_l4-!;5) sec 84. (C) Memo, Asst to SecDef for Atonic 
Energy to Chief AFOAT-1, same subo 12 Dec 58, End 

to same paper, N/H of same paper, 23 Dec 58, same 

file. (U) US Sen, "Disarmament and Foreign Policy" 
(Hearings before the Disarmament Subcmte of the Cmte on 
For Rel, 28 and 30 Jan and 2 Feb 59* 86th Cong, 1st 
sess, Washington, 1959) pt 1, pp. 173-17^, 177. 

■9 Dec 58 Semyon K. Tsarapkin, the head of the Soviet delegation 
to the Geneva conference on nuclear tests, called for 
an inspection system based on "the principle of mutual 
consent" and described a control system whereby the US, 
the UK, or the USSR could block any decision to send 
inspectors to the sites of suspected violations of a 
nuclear test ban. He said that the USSR was "for 
inspection, but not automatic inspection." 
NYT , 10 Dec 58, 1:6. 

12 Dec 58 . The US, the UK, and the USSR auinounced agreement at 

Geneva, on a third article of a proposed treaty to pro- 
hibit nuclear weapons tests. (As in the case of the 
first two articles, the text was not made public, but 
the New York Times reported that this third article 
called for a four-part control organization with 
unspecified powers and functions to police a ban on 
testing of nuclear weapons.) 
NYT, 13 Dec 58, 1B:7. 

13 Dec 58 The Western experts at the Geneva conference on surprise - 

attack problems reported on the situation at the 
conference to a Ministerial meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council. No progress had been made because the Western 
side had insisted on excluding political questions from 
the various proposals tabled at the conference whereas 




the Soviet bloc had as firmly contended that such 
questions must be discussed. At an Inromal review of 
the situation on 9 December between the heads of the US 
and Soviet delegations, Mr. Kuznetsov had flatly rejected 
a proposal by Mr. Foster that there be a technical dis- 
cussion of ground and aerial inspection dissociated 
from the political provisions of the Soviet-bloc pro- 
posal on this subject introduced at the conference. Since 
the differences on the terms of reference now seemed 
irreconcilable, the two heads of delegation had agreed 
ad referendum that the conference should be suspended 
3uring the latter part of the week of 15 December. The 
Western experts were agreed, however, that despite the 
East-West impasse the conference had served a useful 
purpose, for the following reasons: (1) It had exposed 
Soviet policy makers in a way never before possible to 
the technical -military considerations underlying the 
Western attitude toward the problem of surprise attack. 
As a result the Western experts were hopeful that the 
Soviet delegation, like themselves, now had a clearer 
understanding of the conplex problem with which the 
conference was dealing. (2) The conference had resulted 
in a clarifying of Soviet Intentions in the following 
respects: (a) the Soviet Union appeared to regard dis- 
cussions of surprise attack primarily as a means of 
discussing zones of inspection and control together with 
limitations of forces and denuclearization of Central 
Europe, discussions it very much wsinted to continue; 
(b) the problem of guarding against ballistic-missile 
surprise attack did not appear for the time being to be 
causing the USSR major concern; (c) though Soviet 
experts probably would engage in technical discussions 
of measures against surprise attack if these were 
related to measures of disarmament or inspection in a 
European zone, there was no sign at present that the 
Soviet Union would agree to separate technical dis- 
cussions from political matters. 

^^T" "Report to the North Atlantic Council Minis- 
terial Meeting from the Western Experts at the Conference 
of Experts for the Study of Possible Measures Which 
Might be Helpful in Preventing Surprise Attack and for 
the Preparation of a Report Thereon to Governments," 
13 Dec 58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 84. 



13 Dec 58 The UN General Assembly, by a vote of 53-9-19, estab- 



lished an Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space consisting of I8 members as recommended by the 
Political Committee (see item of 24 November 1958). 
The new committee was requested to report to the 
fourteenth General Assembly on the following: (l) the 
activities and resources of the UN and its specialized 
agencies and of other international bodies relating to 
the peaceful use of outer spacer (2) the area of inter- 
national cooperation and programs in the peaceful use 
of outer space that could appropriately be undertaken 
under UN auspices to the benefit of states irrespective 
of the condition of their economic or scientific develop- 
ment, (3) the future organizational arrangements to 
facilitate international cooperation in this field 
within the framework of the UN; and (4) the nature of 
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legal problems that might arise in the carrying out of 
P«6'-^,*»f*S'BcJStrorin'StI-cf State Balletic, vol 
XL (5 Jan 59) > PP- 32-33. 

S^^e^l'ora ^ir«-5~^-"^^^^^ 
&u^l ar — ^^^^ i^^n^^t^ltfZl 111 
rr?!cSf a ied^fofl i^e^tp^o^BSion to direct 
thP nolicinK of the ban on nuclear tests. The three 
nSclear poSIrs would each hold a permanent seat on the 
on^isalon while the other four vacancies were to be 
????^d fo?' 8^ periods of time from among other nations 
acceding to the treaty later. 
NYT , l8 Dec 5o> IQw- 

SHrr^rrre^cr^if =^^^^^^ 

b!™ deLSwX^<l Bought, following instructions from 
Moscow! ti have the conference agree to "sume on 
2 loSo After a stormy session the last day, 

da?s S3 ?o report to governments on ^^^/^^^ 
conference The participants express the hope that dis 
cSss!S^ Sn'thrpr^blem of preventing ^urp rise attack 
will be resumed as early as possible. (See items oi 
?^ December 1958, and l6 and 21 January 1959-) 
23 weyland (at Geneva to Gen Twining,. 

Gen 87? 18 D^c Is, ScJCS file "388.3 Disarmament." 

The three members of the Military Advisory Panel in 

Lir^t^ nf the US delegation at the Geneva surprise- 
XcJ confe^lncf (Lt lln Edward T. Williams, USA, Vice 

Stuart H Ingersoll, USN, and Lt Gen Francis H. 
SSswrdfulAFfUe their person^^^ 

tecto^carassessment of the surprise-attack problem ±n 
the abstract! "as was contemplated for this conference. 
JSly belSSed such an assessment should take account 
of the existing and predictable world situation. This 
had blen the sSviet view and there was much to be said 
?or 1? Though the subject matter of the conference 
had been almoft exclusively military there had ^een 
scientific advisers in key positions, and some of these 
S^d Emphasized the scientific approach to the neglect 
Sf practical and military implications. Taking a broader 
view; the three officers saw "a basic anomaly in the 
creation and maintenance of powerful forces for the 
pS??ose of successful defense and eimultaneously planning 
for^?o^lex machinery to prevent those forces from doing 
the thing for which they are created." There was, they 
said, "a real contradiction in aggressively training 
forc48 to be ready to perform the mission for which they 
a% crealed! and at the same time developing means and 



methods to shackle and destroy their readiness." Their 
conclusion was that the US should emphasize acceptable 
phased reduction of armaments rather than prevention of 
surprise attack by control and inspection. 

Ltr, Mil Adv Panel in support of US delegn at 
Geneva surprise -at tack conference to CJCS, 17 ZlS/ Dec 
58, CCS 092 (4-14-45) sec 84. Internal evidence 
indicates the letter was written after the conference 
had adjourned, which was on 18 December 1958. 

19 Dec 58 The Geneva conference on suspension of nuclear tests, 
which had begun its sessions on 31 October 1958, 
recessed for the holiday season after agreeing to resume 
sessions on 5 Jauiuary 1959- During the first 4 weeks 
the negotiations had been deadlocked, with the Soviets 
insisting on an unconditional agreement for a permanent 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests before a control 
system could be discussed whereas the US and UK dele- 
gations had adhered to the basic position that an agree- 
ment to discontinue tests must include agreement on 
establishing and operating an effective control system. 
In December, however, the Soviets had agreed by stages 
to discuss a control system as a part of a comprehensive 
agreement, and by the date of the recess four articles 
of a draft treaty had been adopted by the conference 
(see items of 6, 8, 12, and 17 December 1958). Five 
additional articles had been tabled by the US and UK 
delegations but had not yet been agreed on by the 
conference. The US draft treaty contained 11 additional 
articles, which were intended for early tabling after 
resump tion of the conference. 

'"Briefing for Secretary of Defense, 9 January 
1959 ^ Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons 
Tests, ^' 8 Jan 59. OCJCS file "388.3 Disarmament." 
NYT, 20 Dec 58, 12:6. 

23 Dec 58 The National Security Council (l) noted and discussed 
an oral report by Mr. William C. Foster, United States 
Representative to the Conference of Experts For The 
Study of Possible Measures Which Might Be Helpful In 
Preventing Surprise Attack and Fo'r The Preparation Of A 
Report Thereon To Governments, (2) noted the President's 
directive that the Department of State should continue 
to take the lead in developing the US position for 
further meetings of the Conference referred to in (1) 
above (see item of 21 January 1959); (3) noted and dis- 
cussed an oral report by Ambassador James J. Wadsworth, 
US Representative to the Conference On The Discontinuance 
Of Nuclear Weapon Tests. (These actions were approved 
by the President on 30 December 1958.) 

i^O ^ NSC Action No. 2028, 23 Dec 58, files of 
Control Dlv, JCS. 

28 Dec 58 Dr. Killian appointed a Panel on Seismic In?)rovement to 
study the questions raised by the HARDTACK II series of 
nuclear tests concerning the feasibility of detecting 
and identifying underground explosions. The chairman 
of the Panel was Dr. Lloyd Berkner. (See item of I6 
March 1959.) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XLI (6 Jul 59), pp, 16- 

17. 



5 Jan 59 At the first session of the reconvened conference on 

nuclear testing in Geneva the US brought up the results 
of the HARDTACK II underground tests and the question 
raised by these results concerning the threshold sensi- 
tivity of the monitoring system to detect clandestine 
nuclear testing agreed on by the Geneva experts in the 
summer of I958 (see items of 21 August and 9 December 
1958; also item of 2 February 1959). The new information 
indicated, the US pointed out, that a burdensome number 
of on-site inspections would be needed to investigate 
events the system would register but could not identify 
as either an earthquake or a .nuclear explosion. Therefore 
the US proposed that the new data be studied carefully by 
scientists of both sides with a view to such revisions of 
the inspection system as might be found necessary. 

(U) US Sen, "Geneva Test Ban Negotiations" (Hearings 
before the Disarmament Subcmte of the Cmte on For Rel, 
86th Cong, 1st sess; Washington, 1959)* p. 3. NYT . 6 Jan 
59, 1:7. 

7 Jan 59 The Soviet delegate to the Geneva conference on nuclear 
testing, Semyon Tsarapkln, called the US technical paper 
on the difficulty of distinguishing underground nuclear 
explosions from earthquakes a step backward and 
refused to consider It germane to the work of the confer- 
ence. At the same time he reverted to a Soviet demand 
that the West clarify its position on the duration of the 
treaty under negotiation for a ban on nuclear weaoons 
testing. (The Western position had been that the' treaty 
should be on a year-by-year basis; see item of I6 November 
1958.) 

NYT , 8 Jan 59, 7:^. 

In an exclusive article for Life magazine describing his 
1 December 1958 talk with Premier Khrushchev, Senator 
Hubert Humphrey reported that Khrushchev had emphasized 
three points concerning disarmament: (1) the Soviet 
capability in bombs and missiles, (2) the Soviet desire 
for a suspension of nuclear tests, and (3) the Soviet 
determination to maintain ability to deliver surprise 
attacks . Khrushchev had derided the US proposal for a 
voluntary test suspension of 1 year. Everyone was aware, 
the Premier had assured Senator Humphrey, that it took 
that long to prepare for a new test series. Nevertheless, 
despite his apparent skepticism concerning American 
sincerity, he had instructed his delegation at Geneva that 
a single document could cover both the permanent agreement 
to suspend tests In principle and the controls adopted to 
enforce suspension — an important concession in the Senator's 
view. Throughout the discussion on disarmament, said 
Humphrey, Khrushchev had stressed the need for equality 
among the Great Powers, and it was clear that he considered 
one of these to be the USSR. 

Life, vol XLVI (12 Jan 59), PP. 8O-91. 

The State Department made public a note in which it rejected 
a Soviet note of 10 January requesting a resumption of the 
surprise-attack conference. The US position, representing 
the views of the Western powers, was that fiirther discus- 
sions would be fruitless iintll agreement had been reached 
on the terms of reference of the conference. (See items of 
18 December I958 and 21 January 1959.) 
NYT, 17 Jan 59, 1:7. 



12 Jan 59 



16 Jan 59 
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At the Geneva conference on nuclear testing the US and 
Britain abandoned their demand that the duration of the 
proposed treaty for banning nuclear tests be dependent 
on progress In other fields of disarmament. This new 
position, considered by the West a significant concession 
to the USSR, still included, of course, the provision 
that an agreed inspection system be Installed and working 
effectively. The Soviet delegate, Seinyon Tsarapkln, said 
he was pleased with the Western announcement and was pre- 
pared to go on to discuss the four draft articles on the 
working of the control organization. They dealt with a 
control commission, a conference of parties to the treaty, 
an international administrator, and the detection system 
Itself, including staff. Tsarapkln also urged considera- 
tion of a Soviet draft article on the obligation of 
nations signing the treaty to accept control posts on 
their territory, 

NYT, 20 Jan 59, 1:2-3. 

The Secretary of State in a letter to the Secretary of 
Defense proposed the appointment by the President of an 
ad hoc study group, headed by William C. Foster, to make 
an expert examination of disarmament measures that might 
affect the surprise-attack problem, including arms- 
limitation measures that might be in the interest of the 
US. The Secretary of State noted that the recent Geneva 
conference of experts on surprise-attack safeguards had 
suspended its meetings without setting a date for re- 
convening (see 1st item of l8 December 1958). He noted 
also that the Western representatives at the conference 
believed it should not be resximed until governments had 
resolved the differences between the two sides on the 
scope and nature of the talks, and, further, that they 
believed the Western side's terms of reference in any 
resumption of the conference should not be limited to 
studying methods of inspection and observation that might 
be useful against surprise attack. A study by the pro- 
posed group to be headed by Mr. Poster, the Secretary 
continued, could facilitate the preparation of the US for 
discussion of the surprise-attack problem within the 
context of arms-control measures. He considered it 
inevitable that the US would have to be prepared for such 
discussion at the next series of meetings dealing with 
surprise attack, regardless of the scope and fonmi of 
such meetings. The proposed study group would report to 
the group asked by the President to co-ordinate future 
preparations in the fields of test suspension and surprise 
attack: the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director 
of Central Intelligence, and the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology. He enclosed a draft 
memorandum to the President on the above proposal and 
draft terms of reference for the proposed study. 

On 23 Janxiary 1959 the Military Adviser to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) forwarded the 
Secretary of State's memorandum and its two enclosures to 
the JCS with the request that they evaluate as a matter of 
urgency the proposal contained in these dociaments. (See 
items for 23 December 1958 and 2 March 1959.) 

^ Ltr, SecState to SecDef , . 21 Jan 59, App to Laf 
JCS 1731/298, 26 Jan 59, JMP 3050 (27 Feb 59). ^ 
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?2 Jan 59 In a statement released In Moscow, the Soviet Government 

charged that the US, in submitting to the Geneva conference 
on nuclear testing new data questioning the effectiveness 
of the proposed control system, was "obviously looking for 
an excuse to torpedo the Geneva talks." (See item of 5 
January and 1st item of 24 January.) „ ^ 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XL (9 Feb 59), PP. 188- 

189. 

24 Jan 59 In a press release the State Department denied the Soviet 
charge of 22 January that the US was trying to torpedo the 
Geneva talks on nuclear testing. The Department's state- 
ment then went on to clarify the outstanding Issues of the 
negotiations by posing the following questions: 

(1) Will the Soviet Union be able to veto and obstruct 
every action of the Control Comnlsslon as it now 
demands, or will it be possible for the control 
organization to act without this obstacle? The United 
States believes that any control system which could 

be frustrated in its day-to-day operations by the veto 
power in the hands of a single party would be worse 
than useless. 

(2) Will the control posts be manned by an interna- 
tional staff or, as the Soviet demands, by nationals 
of the government on whose territory the control 
posts are located, with only one or two outside 
observers? The Soviet position would amount to self- 
Inspectlon and as such cannot be the basis for an 
agreement in which all parties can have confidence. 

(3) Will International Inspection groups be organized 
and ready to move quickly to the site of an event 
which could be suspected of being an explosion? Or 
will sending of such a group be subject to weeks of 
debate and a veto? The Soviet approach would entangle 
this key provision in miles of red tape. 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XL (9 Feb 59), PP. l88- 

189. 

26 Jan 59 At the Geneva nuclear-test negotiations the US and UK 

offered a plan for staffing the control posts of an inter- 
national inspection system the fairness of which, according 
to Western sources, shocked Soviet delegate Tsarapkln to 
• such an extent that he was unable to deliver his usual 
immediate riposte. The plan provided that Soviet nationals 
would fill the key technical and supervisory positions 
(about one-third of the complement) of posts on US and UK 
territory; US and UK personnel would staff the key techni- 
cal and supervisory positions on the posts In Soviet 
territory; international civil servants would fill another 
one-third of the positions; and host-coxintry nationals, 
mainly in a service capacity, would fill the remaining 
positions. Tsarapkln promised to study the Western pro- 
posal and report back to the conference. As a counter- 
proposal the Soviet delegate offered to increase the number 
of foreign controllers from one or two to four or five in 
his own plan, previously characterized by the West as 
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amo\antlng to self-Inspection despite the presence of these 
foreign controllers . 

The following day Tsarapkin rejected the Western plan 
on the grounds that it discriminated against the citizens 
of the host country and failed to 8afegi:iard the security 
of the state. He also returned to his earlier charge 
that the conference was making no progress because of the 
controversy in the US over the advisability of having a 
test ban. 

(U) US Sen, "Geneva Test Ban Negotiations" (Hearings 
before Disarmament Subcmte of the Cmte on For Rel, 86th 
Cong, 1st sess; Washington, 1959 )> PP. ^-8. NYT , 27 Jan 
59, 1:2-3; ibid , 28 Jan, i;:3. 
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2 Feb 59 Testifying before the Humphrey Disarmament Subcommittee, 
Dr. Hans Bethe, a member of the President's Science 
Advisory Conmlttee, explained the significance of the 
HARDTACK II tests, especially in their relation to the 
conclusions of the Geneva conference of experts. We 
needed more underground tests, conducted either unilat- 
erally or under international auspices. Dr. Bethe said, 
to learn Just what we could do in the way of test detec- 
tion. In the meantime, however, we should not be 
discouraged by the faults of the system outlined at the 
Geneva experts • conference . The main revelation of the 
HARDTACK II series, said Dr. Bethe, was the reduced force 
of the first-motion signals registered on seismographs at 
various stations— the best evidence for distinguishing 
between earthqioakes and underground explosions — to about 
40 per cent of what had been expected on the basis of the 
Rainier shot (see item of 6 March 1958). It had been 
proved more difficult, therefore, to Identify nuclear 
events in the 5- to 20-KT range. But there were theoret- 
ically many possible ways of Improving the Geneva system. 
Scxne of those he mentioned were: the installation of 
seismographs in deep holes, the establishment of a supple- 
mentary network of unmanned seismograph stations, and the 
addition of more seismographs at each presently planned 
station. Finally, Dr. Bethe testified that since the US 
was then ahead of the USSR in the number, quality, design 
and variety of nuclear weapons, it would definitely be in 
the national Interest to secure an enforceable agreement 
on the suspension of nuclear weapon tests. 

(U) US Sen, "Disarmament and Foreign Policy" (Hearings 
before the Disarmament Subcmte of the Cmte on For Rel 
85th Cong, 1st sess; Washington, 1959), pt. 1, pp. 177- 

2 Feb 59 At the Geneva conference on nuclear testing, the US and 
the UK rejected a Soviet formula for the use of the veto 
on the policing of a nuclear-weapons ban. The Soviet 
delegate had presented a list, which he said was still 
Incomplete, of categories of issues that would be subject 
to a veto by any one of the three nuclear powers. The 
following items were Included: amendments to the treaty, 
all matters relating to treaty violations, the dispatch 
of Inspection teams to suspected nuclear events, the 
findings of such teams. Improvements to the control system, 
location of control posts, establishment of inspection 
flight routes, and all fiscal, administrative, logistic 
and personnel questions. ^ ' 

y^^r^Jj^L^^ "Geneva Test Ban Negotiations" (Hearings 

before Disarmament Subcmte of the Cmte on For Rel, 86th 
Cong, Ist sess; Washington, 1959), pp. 4-8. NYT, 3 Feb 59, 

5 Feb 59 In a London discussion of Western tactics for use at the 
Geneva conference on nuclear testing Secretary of State 

Macmlllan, and Foreign Secretary 
Lloyd agreed that the Issue of a control syitem should now 
?n.^?S«^f ""^^f^ Introduction of the article concert! 

b^de^err^^^i^yn""?/"^ agreement eventually reached could 
be deferred until it was seen whether the Soviets would 
change their position on controls and the veto In the 




control organization. Meanwhile the draft of the duration 
article would be re-examined. It was agreed that there 
might be no need to specify the right of withdrawal In the 
duration article since the right to withdraw from an agree- 
ment In case of its violation was inherent in any agreement; 
possibly article one, already agreed at Geneva (see item 
of 6 December 1958), would be found to cover this point 
adequately. 

Jii^Msg, London (sgd Dulles) to State Deot, SECTO 9, 
5 Feb 59, OCJCS file '^3o8.3 Disarmament." 
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Mar 59 The JCS, submitting their comments on the proposal by the 
Secretary of State concerning the formation of a study 
group to examine the problems of surprise attack and 
related disarmament proposals (see item of 21 January 
1959)^ expressed views diverging considerably from those 
of the Secretary of State. As a first step preparatory^ 
to a new and less restricted conference, they believed, 
it was necessary that a US review of disarmament loatters 
from a broader viewpoint than that of surprise attack 
alone be undertaken. Such a review would provide a basis 
for evaluating the siirprise-attack threat In terms of 
other threats to US security and for determining what 
effect the attainment of safeguards against surprise attack 
would have upon the over-all US defense posture. Because 
of the separation of the Arctic Zone proposal, outer-space 
considerations, suspension of nuclear weapons tests, and 
technical discussions on surprise attack from the Four 
Power disarmament package of 29 August 1957, there was 
urgent need to review existing US disarmament policy for 
consistency with these actions and natlonal-sec^ority 
requirements. Such a review had been Initiated on 7 April 
1958 by the Disarmament Policy Review V/ork Group (see 3d 
item of 3 April 1958); it should be completed and accompa- 
nied by the proposal of necessary revisions in US 
disarmament policy. Within the framework of this revised 
policy the study group proposed by the Secretary of State 
could then develop US positions on disarmament measures, 
including safeguards against surprise attack. If the 
overall review and revision of policy could not be ac- 
complished within the apparent time limitations, then US 
positions might have to be developed within the framework 
of existing disarmament policy. In short, the objective 
of the study group proposed by the Secretary of State 
should be limited to the development of recommended US 
positions on disarmament measures within then-current US 
disarmament policy. The study group should limit its 
consideration of measures that might place limitations on 
the combat readiness of US forces to the development of 
data necessary to covjiter proposals of this nature that 
might be advanced by other parties. The JCS enclosed, 
with their memorandum, draft terms' of reference for a 
Study Group on Disarmament Measures, which, they stated, 
should be substituted for the Secretary of State's terms 
of reference for a Study Group on Increasing Protection 
Against Surprise Attack. They were agreeable to the 
- designation of Mr. William C. Poster or some other 
individual of similar stature as chairman of the study 
group, but in such case they desired the appointment of a 
senior US military officer as director of the group. In 
case of the unavailability of Mr. Foster or a comparable 
person, they recommended the designation of a senior mili- 
tary officer as chairman. (See item for 10 March 1959.) 

i*^ JCSM-71-59 to SecDef, "Surprise Attack Study 
Group (U),'' 2 Mar 59, derived from ^ JCS 1731/299, 26 Feb 
59. Both in JMF 3050 (2? Feb 59). 

Mar 59 The Deputy Secretary of Defense forwarded to the Acting 
Secretary of State the views of the JCS on the Secretary 
of State's proposal for a study group to examine the 
problems of surprise attack and related disarmament pro- 
posals. Stating the general agreement of the Department 
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of Defense with the views of the JCS, the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense proposed the following sequence of actions as 
the best approach to the problem to which the Secretary of 
State had addressed himself in his letter of 21 January 
1959 to the Secretary of Defense: (1) The review of US 
disarmament policy initiated by the Disarmament Policy 
Review Working Group on 9 [7] April 1958 should be com- 
pleted as expeditiously as possible. (2) Ihe US position 
in regard to the purpose, scope, and fonjm for the resump- 
tion' of the surprise -attack talks should be formulated 
prior to the initiation of the preparatory work for this 
meeting. (3) An ad hoc working group should be established 
to undertake preparations for disarmament discussion, 
including the resiamptlon of the surprise-attack conference, 
in accordance with the terms of reference proposed by the 
JCS as a substitute for those drafted by the Secretary of 
State (see item of 2 March 1959). The Deputy Secretary of 
Defense concurred in the qualifications of Mr. William C. 
Foster to head the study but suggested that the actual 
selection of the chairman of the study group be deferred 
until the State and Defense Departments had agreed on and 
more precisely defined the area of study. He suggested 
that the Interdepartmental Coordinatins Group meet to 
discuss possible alternative approaches to this problem 
and to consider the proposed revised terms of reference. 
(See item of 29 July 1959.) 

^^N/H of JCS 1731/299 (Surprise Attack Group (U)), 
13 Mar 59, JMF 3050 (27 Feb 59). 

l6 Mar 59 The Panel on Seismic Improvement, chairmaned by Dr. Berkner 
(see item of 28 December 1958), submitted Its report on 
the feasibility of improving the detection system adopted 
by the Geneva conference of experts in the summer of 1958. 
The panel concluded, on the basis of the HARDTACK II data, 
that the system devised by the Geneva experts would be 
less effective than originally estimated, and, in addition, 
that there were twice as many natural earthquakes that 
would have to be taken into consideration. This meant 
that there would be a substantial Increase in the number 
of natural earthquakes indistinguishable from nuclear 
explosions of a given yield. Also, the panel reported the 
existence of decoupling techniques that could be used in 
clandestine testing to reduce the seismic signal and hence 
the effectiveness of the Geneva system by a factor of 10 
or more. In line with these conclusions the panel recom- 
mended the following Improvements to the Geneva system: 
(l) technical Improvements in the seismic equipment of the 
presently planned stations, (2) the addition of an 
auxiliary network of unmanned seismic stations, (3) con- 
struction of a complete prototype experimental station, 
and (4) a vigorous program of seismic research, including 
nuclear explosions. (See item of 9 June 1959.) 

The US released the Berkner report and presented it 
to the Geneva conference on nuclear testing on 12 June 
1959. 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XLI (6 Jul 59), pp. l6- 
19. TO7 13 Jun 59> ^:3. 




The New York Times revealed that the US had conducted In 
space'The previous September a series of nuclear test 
explosions that had apparently gone undetected ty other 
nations. On the basis of these tests, code-named Project 
ARGUS, it was expected that the US would demand a space 
detection system as part of any agreement on a cessation 
of nuclear testing (see item of 8 June 1959). In Geneva 
the conference on nuclear testing recessed ^ontil 13 April 
after agreeing on three new draft articles: (1) Indefinite 
duration of the treaty, (2) a review of the effectiveness 
of the treaty after the first 2 years, and (3) registra- 
tion of the treaty with the UN. 

NYT, 19 Mar 59, 1:8; ibid , 20 Mar 59, 1:6-7, 12:1. 

The Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command, emphasized 
in a letter to the Chairman of the JCS that maintenance 
of US military strength depended on continued nuclear 
testing. Nuclear weapons and proven delivery systems were 
txhe two elements of this strength, he said, and missiles 
were undoubtedly the delivery system of the future. For 
the potential associated with missile systems to be real- 
ized. Increased yields and lighter weights for warheads 
would have to be achieved, and these results were possible 
only through a continued aggressive and imaginative test- 
ing program. Though he was aware that the JCS had 
expressed grave concern about a test moratorium and that 
for the moment political considerations outweighed military 
implications in this regard, CINCSAC nevertheless felt 
that the penalty for failing in nuclear-weapon progress 
must be continually emphasized. A detailed discussion of 
the problem was enclosed with his letter. CINCSAC recom- 
mended that (1) the Secretary of Defense be apprised of 
the military necessity of continued tests, especially in 
relation to the capability of SAC; (2) the Secretary of 
State be advised of the severe penalty imposed on our 
national strength by a test moratorium and reminded of the 
benefit to the US negotiating position provided by con- 
tinued nuclear know-how and effective retaliatory capability; 
(3) the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs 
be requested to foster a public information campaign com- 
paring the hazard of continuing nuc-lear tests as "negligible" 
alongside that of maintaining only a second-rate deterrent 
force. (See item of 2 June 1959.; 

4 fl HD) Ltr, CINCSAC to CJCS, 26 Mar 59. End toj^ 
JCS 1731/306, 6 Apr 59, JMP 46l3 (2 Jun 59). 
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13 Apr 59 At the reopening of the Geneva conference on nuclear 

testing following a 3-week recess Ambassador Wadsworth 
presented on behalf of the US a proposal designed to 
enable the negotiators to define an Initial limited area 
of agreement even though the Impasse on the three stale- 
mated Issues— voting In the control commission, on-site 
Inspections, and staffing of inspection posts — were to 
continue. The US, he said, would be willing to negotiate 
a phased agreement beginning with a ban on tests in the 
atmosphere and. If the Soviets wished, under water. The 
word ^'atmosphere" was used here, he said, "In terms of 
the detection capabilities of the system proposed by the 
Geneva conference of experts." (The Geneva experts had 
said In their report of 21 August 1958 that "for explosions 
taking place up to an altitude of about 50 kilometres 
there should not be a great change In the detectablllty 
of the acoustic wave.") Ambassador Wadsworth pointed out 
that the question of on-site Inspections, one of the three 
principal stimibllng blocks of the conference, would not 
arise In regard to atmospheric tests. Such a preliminary 
limited agreement could later be extended to cover testing 
In other environments as control measures were agreed on 
for those environments. To make these later agreements 
possible the conference should expeditiously pursue Joint 
studies toward solution of the technical Droblems of test 
detection and negotiations toward resolution of the 
political issues Involved. 

N/H of JCS 1731/305 (Draft Statement for Use by 
Ambassador Wadsworth at the Geneva Conference on Discon- 
tinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests) (u), 17 Apr 59, JMP 
^613 (6 Apr 59). NYT, 14 Apr 59, 1:5. For text of Geneva 
experts' report seF Tept of State Bulletin , vol XL (22 Sep 
58), pp. 453-462, esp. p.~zr5T: 

13 Apr 59 In a personal letter President Elsenhower Informed Premier 
Khrushchev of the US proposal being made the same date by 
Ambassador Wadsworth at the Geneva conference on nuclear 
testing (see preceding item). If the Soviet Government 
was ready to change its position on the veto In the control 
commission, on procedures for on-alte Inspection, and on 
early discussion of concrete measures for high-altitude 
detection, said the President, prompt progress would of 
course be possible toward concluding a comprehensive agree- 
ment for suspension of nuclear weapons tests. But if the 

Government was not ready to go that far, then the 
US proposed as a "first and readily attainable step" an 
agreed suspension of nuclear weapons tests In the atmos- 
phere up to 50 kilometers while the political and technical 
problems associated with control of underground and outer- 
April 1959^)^^^^ resolved. (See both Items of 23 

{X!) Ltr, Elsenhower to Khrushchev, 13 Apr 59. Dent 
of State Bulletin , vol XL (I8 May 59), pp. 704-705."^ 

13 Apr 59 The Special Assistant for Disarmament in the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) informed the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense by memorandum that the following 
specific changes recommended by the JCS had been incorpo- 
rated in the text of the statement for presentation by 
Ambassador Wadsworth at the reopening of the Geneva 
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conference on nuclear testing (see 1st item of 13 April); ( 
instead of offering at the outset to accept a staffing patte 
of up to one-third of the control personnel from the host 
country the statement was to ask the USSR for clarification 
on this point that might give effect to the principle of 
Impartial and effective control; (2) the word "atmosphere" 
was defined (see 1st item of April 13); and (3) provision 
was made for the resolution of remaining technical and 
political problems either In the control commission "or 
otherwise" if they were not resolved at the conference. 
The following changes recommended by the JCS were not 
adopted: (1) deletion of under-water tests from the pro- 
posed first phase of the plan offered In the statement; 

(2) substitution of "subsurface" for "underground" where 
appearing (rejected because the Geneva experts had con- 
sidered under-water and undergroimd tests separately); and 

(3) deletion of the following sentence from the second 
paragraph: "Success here would open the way to further 
agreement on substantial disarmament measures . " This 
sentence was retained because It was considered consistent 
with the President's statement of 22 August 1958 leading 
to the negotiations. 

^ N/H of JCS 1731/305 (Draft Statement for Use by 
Ambassador Wadsworth at the Geneva Conference on Discon- 
tinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests) (U), 17 Apr 59, jmp 
4613 (6 Apr 59). 

14 Apr 59 The parties to the Geneva conference on nuclear testing 
agreed on a method of amending the proposed treaty on 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests. This made the eighth 
draft article on which agreement had been reached. Under 
the article the amendment process would be initiated by 
a two-thirds vote of the members of the executive committee 
and become effective when ratified by two-thirds of the 
treaty members, including the Big Three, I.e., the US, the 
UK, and the USSR*- 

NYT , 15 Apr 59, 8:5. 

16 Apr 59 The three nuclear powers agreed on another article, the 

ninth since the conference had begun, for the proposed 
treaty banning nuclear tests. The new draft article would 
permit the treaty's control commission to establish an 
appropriate relationship with the UN and other Internationa: 
organizations and with any International organization that 
might be established to supervise disarmament or arms- 
control measures among any of the treaty's member states. 
NYT , 17 Apr 59, 22:1. 

17 Apr 59 In an eight -paragraph preamble to the proposed treaty 

for the cessation of nuclear testing, the three nuclear 
powers invited all nations to Join them in banning the 
testing of nuclear weapons for all time under effective 
international controls. But though the Big Three had 
already agreed on nine articles of the treaty, the basic 
Issue— how an effective inspection system could be made to 
work — still remained unsolved. 
NYT, 18 Apr 59, 2:8. 



65 - 



21 Apr 59 The Geneva conference on nuclear testing agreed on a tenth 
draft article for the treaty under negotiation. The 
article specified that all annexes to the treaty would be 
Integral parts of It and would have the same validity as 
all the other sections of the document. 
NYT, 22 Apr 59, 11:3. 

""■^ Apr 59 Before departing for Paris the Secretary of State drafted 
a memorandum to the President reporting on action taken 
In response to the President's oixier of 11 April that 
Interested agencies give xirgent consideration to Prime 
Minister Macmlllan's recent proposal regarding test suspen- 
sion. The Prime Minister had proposed that the US and the 
UK offer to accompany a controlled agreement on suspension 
of atmospheric tests with a temporary moratorium on other 
nuclear tests If the Soviet Union would do likewise. State 
had carefully examined this question with the Secretary of 
Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the 
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, and the Special 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology. 
The conclusion reached was that the proposal of an extended 
uncontrolled moratorium on high-altitude, outer-space, and 
underground tests, even if the Soviets agreed to negotiate 
a controlled suspension of atmospheric tests, would be an 
undesirable course of action for at least the time being; 
such a proposal would undercut the US's basic principle of 
effective control and would be unlikely to Increase Soviet 
Interest in serious negotiations. Consideration of this 
question had drawn attention to the urgent need for 
decisions on US nuclear-testing policy, as soon as possible 
and in any case well in advance of the expiration of the 
one-year voluntary suspension of nuclear testing (see item 
of 22 August 1958), in the event negotiations were unsuc- 
cessful or an agreement was reached only on controlled 
suspension of atmospheric tests. State was working out 
arrangements with Defense, AEC, and the Special Assistant 
to the President for Science and Technology for studies 
embracing future requirements for nuclear weapons testing. 
Improvement of methods of detection, fallout considerations, 
and factors of cost and practicability involved in testing 
unde rgrou nd and in outer space. 

^flTfraft memo, SecState to Pres, "Voluntary Temporary 
Moratorium on Underground and High Altitude Tests (U) " 
1 May 59, App A to jJ^^JCS 1731/308, 6 May 59, JMP 46i3 
(59). 

•3 Apr 59 Replying to President Eisenhower's letter of 13 April 

Premier Khrushchev rejected the President's proposal of a 
phased nuclear test ban beginning with a ban on atmospheric 
tests up to 50 kilometers. Since nuclear testing would 
continue underground and at altitudes above 50 kilometers 
he pointed out, this proposal would not achieve "the aim ' 
before us," i.e., an end to the production of new and ever 
more destructive types of nuclear weapons. Moreover 
explosions above 50 kilometers would continue to contaminate 
the atmosphere. Because of these considerations, said 
Khrushchev, people would have a right to condemn agreement 
on the President's proposal as a "dishonest deal." Any 
agreement reached should ban all kinds of nuclear tests, 
he asserted. He noted that the most serious difference 
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between the two sides seemed to be on the sending of 
inspection teams into a country to investigate phenomena 
suspected of being nuclear explosions, in this connection 
he recalled the opinion expressed by Prime Minister 
Macmlllan during hla Mobcow visit, namely, that agreement 
would be possible on a certain previously determined 
number of inspections each year. It was understood said 
Khrushchev, "that such inspections would not be numerous " 
He added, I consider that, strictly speaking, it would * 
f!?:.-^®^"®^®^^^^ ^^iPs to be made to each country 

Without accepting the Macmlllan proposal any more explicit" 
than that, he pledged his government to make every effort 
to achieve an agreement banning nuclear tests. Even with- 
out a control system the Soviet Union would faithfully 
carry out its obligations under such an agreement, he 
averred, because for the Soviet Union public opinion and 
the opinion of nations is dearer than anything else " 
(See item of 27 April 1959.) 

(U) Ltr, Khrushchev to Elsenhower. 2"? Aor 
of State Bulletin , vol XL (18 May 58), p. ^ 

27 Apr 59 The Soviet delegate to the Geneva test-ban conference 

?n°K?f Position taken by PreSJerlS^shchev 

TT?co^ i^^J^r President Elsenhower of 23 April. The 
USSR rejected a US proposal for a gradual approach to a 
total cessation of tests but accepted a proposal? fi?st 
advanced by Macmlllan in Moscow in February; to limit in 
advance the number of Inspections of suspected violations 
to be permitted each year. Both the US and UK delegates 
asked for a more detailed explanation of the Sovfet^prop- 
osltlon. Meanwhile the conference adopted another d?aft 
article (the thirteenth , this one prescribing the coooera- 
con?ro?'sys?em?'"'^^ "'''^'^^ ^^^^^ obllgeS"to1l5e°?hr 
mr, 28 Apr 59, 1:8. 

L, L D effective agreement, the resolution said in 
fj^?™,r J"* *° hazard from radioactive 

fallout, to ease world tenslons,and to realize a small h„» 

sess lSL!2nftSi,'i5r9)'' "°- 
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4 May 59 At a short session of the Geneva conference on nuclear 
testing, the delegates approved a routine draft article 
covering the procedures for the signature, ratification, 
and entry Into force of the proposed treaty. 
NYT , 5 May 59, 5:3. 

. 6 May 59 Five natlons--the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, the United 
Arab Republic, and India — boycotted the l8-member UN 
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space: the " 
Communists because of the Committee's pro-Western majority, 
and the neutralists on the grounds that the Committee 
could accomplish no useful purpose In the absence of one 
of the principals In outer-space research. Henry Cabot 
Lodge, addressing the first meeting of the Committee, 
urged It to take a businesslike approach to the practical, 
technical, nonpolltlcal Job assigned to It. He did not 
mention the boycott. 

NYT , 7 May 59, 1:2. 

6 May 59 The US, the UK, and the USSR agreed upon another draft 

article for their proposed treaty banning nuclear weapons 
tests. The noncontroverslal article obliged the treaty 
states to grant the treaty organization and Its staff the 
legal status and diplomatic privileges and Immunities 
necessary for the unhindered exercise of their functions. 
NYT , 7 May 59, 38:8. 

8 May 59 The Geneva conference on nuclear testing adopted two more 
routine draft articles, the sixteenth and seventeenth 
since the conference had begun. One obliged all parties 
to allow the necessary components of the control system 
to operate on their territory; the other prescribed 
organizational arrangements for the assembly of the treaty 
powers . 

NYT , 9 May 59, 2:8. 

11 May 59 The Foreign Ministers of the US, the UK, France, and the 

USSR met at Geneva to discuss the German problem. Includ- 
ing a peace treaty with Germany and the question of Berlin. 
The Western powers considered the problems of general 
disarmament, German reunification, European security, and 
a political settlement so closely Interrelated that they 
presented them as an Inseparable whole In the four-stage 
peace plan submitted to the conference on 14 May. The 
disarmament provisions of the plan were to be coordinated 
with the first three stages of the plan as follows: (1) 
discussion of possible disarmament measures; (2) limitation 
of forces, storage under international supervision of 
specific quantities of designated types of armament, and 
agreement on surprise-attack measures; and (3) determina- 
tion of ceilings for Indigenous and nonindigenous forces 
on either side of a given line. Pour Power security 
arrangements, and further limitation of forces. The fourth 
stage provided for the actual conclusion of the treaty of 
peace with a reunified Germany. 

^ Dept of State Bulletin , vol XL (1 Jun 59), pp. 775- 
781 . 

12 May 59 The Geneva conference on nuclear testing decided to recess 

until not later than 8 June rather than sit concurrently 
with the foreign ministers' conference (see item of 11 May). 
NYT, 13 May 59, l8:l. ' 
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27 May 59 




^ifr'jCSM-201-59 to SecDef , "Military Requirements for 
Nuclear Weapons Effects Information (U)/' 27 May 59, 
derived from>^JCS 1731/309, 15 May 59, JMF ^6l3 (26 May 
59). 
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2 Jun 59 The JCS replied to CDJCSAC's letter of 25 March 1959 
concerning the implications of a moratorium on nuclear 
testing. The JCS shared CINCSAC's concern in this re- 
gard, the reply stated, and had repeatedly advised the 
Secretary of Defense that the cessation of nuclear testing 
should not be agreed to apart from a larger disarmament 
proposal that would include the termination of the pro- 
duction of nuclear weapons and weapon materials and be 
tied to an effective operational inspection and monitor- 
ing system. These views had been endorsed by the Secre- 
tary of Defense and had been taken into consideration by 
the President in reaching his decision for the US to seek 
an agreement for the controlled suspension of nuclear 
weapons tests. The JCS agreed with CIJICSAC'e recommenda- 
tion concerning a publlc-inf omation campaign about the 
comparative hazards of nuclear weapon testing the 
consequences of ceasing such tests/. To Initiate such a 
program immediately, however, might cast doubt on US 
intentions at the Geneva conference on cessation of nuclear 
testing. The JCS would recommend such a program when it 
appeared that national policy might be modified in favor 
of continued nuclear weapons tests. 

>CT'SM-566-59 to CINCSAC, "Implications of Weapons 
Testing (U)," 2 Jun 59, derived from JCS 1731/310, 
26 May 59, JMF 46l3 (2 Jun 59). 

8 Jun 59 As the Geneva talks on nuclear testing resumed after a 

month's recess, the US and UK delegations proposed a 
meeting of experts of the three nuclear powers to study 
and report on the problem of detecting hi gl:i -altitude 
nuclear tests (see item of 19 March 1959). James J. 
Wadsworth, US delegate, emphasized that the proposal was 
not a departure from the US position that underground- 
test -detection problems would have to be revaluated In 
the light of US data submitted to the conference in 
January,' (see item of 5 January 1959). 

NYT^ 9 Jun 59, 1:3; ibid ., 18 Jun 59, 10:3. 

9 Jun 59 The Chief of the Defense Atomic Support Agency (DASA) 

requested the Director of Defense Research and Engineer- 
ing to approve a proposed Department of Defense technical 
program to be associated with detonation of a 5-KT nuclear 
event underground in granite at the Nevada test site on 
or about 1 February i960. The explosion was to be de- 
tonated by the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory at the 
direction of the Division of Military Application of the 
Atomic Energy Committee. The purpose, growing out of the 
findings of the Berkner Panel on Seismic Improvement 
(see item of I6 March 1959), was to study seismic de- 
tection of underground nuclear explosions. The Chief of 
DASA pointed out particularly that (l) the event was 
specifically for the study of detection and therefore 
had the highest priority regardless of whether the 
moratorium on testing continued; (2) It would represent, 
in case the moratorium continued, the major source of 
base hardening data from full scale tests in the foresee- 
able future"; and (3) it would be of well-known yield 
because of detection requirements. Thou^ an undergrovmd 
environment was not regarded as an alternate to the land- 
surface environment of programs like Operation WILLOW 
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(see items of 27 May and 27 August 1959); certain problems 
based on known Service requirements could be profitably 
examined In an underground environment, the Chief of DASA 
continued. The program he was proposing for Depairtment 
of Defense participation In the nuclear event had been 
prepared for this purpose. 

On l6 July the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering approved the foregoing proposal subject to 
the following understandings: (l) national policy might 
at any time require that the operation and data be sub- 
jected to intematlonaJ. inspection and therefore that 
the program be declassified, and (2) funds for the DOD 
blast-effects program outlined in the Chief of DASA's 
memorandum were to be provided by DASA. (See item of 9 
September 1959.) 

Memo, Chief DASA to Dlr Def R&E, "DOD Participa- 
tion in Nuclear Underground Detection Event (df^f," 9 Jun 
59, App to (S) JCS 2179/181, 28 Jul 59. (S) Memo, Dlr 
Def R&E to Chief DASA. "DOD Participation in RINA A Event," 
16 Jul 59, End to 1^) N/H of JCS 2179/191, 22 Sep 59. 
All in JMP 4613 (22 Jul 59). 

22 Jun 59 The special committee of scientific experts proposed by 
the US and the UK on 9 June (see item) met prior to the 
regular session of the Geneva conference on nuclear tests 
to begin its study of nuclear testing in outer space. 
NYT, 23 Jun 59, 1:2. 
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TOP-^SCRET 



10 Jul 59 



16 Jul 59 



21 Jul 59 



The committee of scientific experts appointed to 
study the detection of nuclear tests In outer space 
for the Geneva conference on nuclear testing (see 
item of 22 June 1959) submitted its report to the 
conference. The committee recommended a satellite 
surveillance system, including the special instru- 
mentation to be installed in the satellites as 
well as the ground equipment used to check reports 
from space. The experts offered three alternative 
plans for patrolling. Their first choice despite 
its considerable expense was a system of five or 
six satellites orbiting at altitudes of 18,000 
miles. 

NYT > 11 Jul 59, 1:6-7. 

The JCS foirwarded their vl€ws and recommendations 
to the Secretary of Defense on the military require- 
ments for nuclear weapons effects Information after 
a briefing presented to them by the Chief of the 
Defense Atomic Support Agency (DASA) and the Director 
of Defense Research and Engineering on Operation 
WILLOW (planning for future nuclear weapons effects 
tests in case the existing-auappnsinr^ gt^ pti taefe 
^hould not be extended). — 



W JCSM-274-59 to SetJBet , "Military RequirT- 
ments for Nuclear Weapons Effects Information (u)," 
16 Jul 59, derived from {Jf) JCS 1731/316. 6 Jul kh 
Both in JMF 4613 (6 Jul 59). -^'-^x/jio, o jui 59. 

f^^o^L?f''''®^^u°^r,^!^®''^® '^^^ S. Gates commented 
in a letter to the Under Secretary of State on a 
possible organizational arrangement for the UN Dia- 
armament Comisslon involving the participation of 
neutral nations, as proposed by UN Secretary General 




■"."r' < \\ rr> ;v . u„ ii-i t.-- 



Hamraarskjcld and set forth in a cable to the Department 
o^ State on 14 July 1959 by Secretary of State Herter. 
Mr. Gates stated that the US should not agi-^ee to such an 
arrangement without having thoroughly e>xlored the im- 
plications. Such an arrangement, he said, v;ould inevi- 
tably expose the US to pressures for compromise solutions 
deeply involving US security interests, and the US would 
be more susceptible to this kind of neutralist pressure 
than wculd be the Soviet Union. He therefore requested 
that the subject be further explored in departmental disr 
cussions before the making of a final decision. 

Ltv. Dep SecDef to Under SecState, 21 Jul 59, 
End tt-^i^ JCS 1731/318, 27 'Jul 59, JMP 3050' (14 Jul 59). 

2"=i Jul 59 The Depty Secretary of Defense informed the JCS that 

the President had approved a State -AEC -Defense paper on 
future procedure regarding the nuclear-testing negotia- 
tions at Geneva. Ambassador Wadsworth was to present a 
fxill analysis of the technical situation, introduce a 
draft treaty for a phased approach to a test ban, Includ 
Ing a ban on high-altitude testing, and propose a joint 
program of research on detection of underground tests. 
At the foreign ministers' conference Secretary Herter 
was to inform Mi'. Gromyko that the US must insist upon 
a reconsideration of the technical aspects of test 
detection. If the USSR rejected such a reconsideration, 
President Elsenhower was to recall Ambassador Wadsworth 
and his delegation from Geneva temporarily and announce 
the intention of the US to conduct a unilateral exper- 
imental program to test inspection methods. At the 
same time, with a minimum of publicity, the US would 
resume a "modest and restricted" program of underground 
weapons tests. At this same meeting, the Deputy 
Secretary also said, the President had directed Dr. 
George Kistiakowsky to head a study, participated In 
by the Defense Department and the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, on the resumption of nuclear tests. 

If&i Memo, Dep SecDef to CJCS and Dlr Def R&E, 23 
Jul 59, End to U) JCS 2179/182 (Study on Nuclear Tests 
(U)), 27 Jul 59. State -AEC -Defense paper. End to 
SM-754-59, 29 Jul 59. Both in JMF 4613 (23 Jul 59). 

24 Jiil 59 The Committee on Foreign Relations, US Senate, reported 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 48, concerning peace through 
the reduction of armaments, to the Senate and reconmended 
that it pass. The resolution called for the Congress to 
reaffirm that the US was prepared, upon the conclusion 
of an agreement to reduce armaments, to join with other 
signatories of the agreement In devoting a substantial 
portion of any resultant savings to the expansion of 
works of peace throughout the world" — as in economic 
and technical assistance to less -developed nations, the 
construction of essential facilities like schools and 
hospitals, and the development of atomic energy for peace- 
ful purposes. 
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29 Jul 59 



This concurrent resolution passed the Senate on 6 
?^qc;q The same resolution as House Concurrent 
August 1959. The same re^^ reported on without amend- 

Slnf ?he'^^isrCoStLe In Forei^ Affairs on 31 
August 1959. Cong, 1st sess, 24 Jul 59; 

sis 

A White House press release announced the appointment by 

SfrstudyT dravd.ng on experience gained from previous and 
ci?rlnt ef fo^^ts tl negotiate disarmament agreements, was 
J^cwer comprehensive and partial measures of arms con- 
trol I^d reduction that, if internationally agreed, would 
"contSbu^e to the achievement of U.S. national security 
objectives. Mr. Coolidge was to report his conclusions 
and recommendations to the Secret^ of State. 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XLI (17 Aug 59), P- 237. 
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5 Aug 59 The Secretary of Defense rescinded the portions of his 
memorandum of 19 September 1958 referring to specific 
dates assumed for the conduct of limited and extensive 
test operations (Febrxxary i960 and mid-1 960, respectively) 
and substituted the following guidance: Test planning 
was to be maintained In a current status at all times, 
but for funding purposes it was to be assumed that (1) 
one or more underground tests might be authorized during 
CY i960 and might be conducted on 5 to 6 months' notice, 
and (2) an extensive weapons effects series of tests 
involving overseas operations, and in environments other 
than underground, was not to be conducted prior to the 
spring of 1961. 

(1^7 Memo, SecDef to CJCS and MilSecs, "Guidance 
Covering Nuclear Effects Experiment Phasing During Test 
Suspension," 5 Aug 59^ End to (#7 JCS 2179/187, 10 Aug 
59, JMP 4613 (5 Aug 59). 

5 Aug 59 The Foreign Ministers of the US, the UK, the USSR, and 
Prance issued a declaration stating that they had had 
''a useful exchange of views with regard to the method by 
which further negotiations on the question of disarmament 
could be most effectively advanced." As soon as appro- 
priate consultations were con^leted, the declaration con- 
cluded, the resxilts would be announced. (See item of 
10 August. ) 

Dept of State Bulletin , vol XLI (24 Aug 59), p. 269. 

10 Aug 59 The Big Pour Foreign Ministers announced agreement at 

Geneva that a new group should be formed to deal with 
the subject of disarmament. The new group was to be 
composed of equal delegations from East and West, and 
though nominally Independent it was to report to the UN 
Disarmament Commission. (See Item of 10 September 1959.) 
NYT , 11 Aug 59, 1:8. 

11 Aug 59 The three -power Geneva conference on nuclear testing form- 

ally confirmed its decision to make Vienna the headquarters 
of an organization to supeirvlse a ban on nuclear tests. 
NYT , 12 Aug 59, 2:1. 

14 Aug 59 Responding to the oral request of the Secretary of Defense, 
the JCS forwarded their views on the effects of a possible 
extension of the existing suspension of nuclear weapons 
testing beyond the termination date of 31 October 1959 
(see item of 22 August 1958). A short-term ex^^ion. 



they said, would not be of vital consequence. 



Only 

aetiial testing could resolve the question In^vPId, though 
It might be possible to conduct this testing without 
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nuclear detonation. 




^T|The JCS requested that their views 
on this subject ffPfede known to the President. (See 

- ]^,oTll2M'to SecD.f , "Extension of the Cur- 

rent Nuclear Weapons Test Moratorium ffifSj, 1^+ Aug 59, 
Sl?iveS from iiS? JCS 2179/188, lU Aug 59, JTJF^13 
(14 Aug 59) (HB). Only the JCS paper is in this file. 

21 Auff 59 Referring to the memorandum of 23 July 1959 from the 
21 Aug i>y Deputy Secretary of Defense to the Chairman of the JCS 
and the Director of Defense Research and Engineering on 
the resumption of nuclear tests, the JCS stated to the 
Secretary of Defense their belief that the resumption of 
nuclear testing was so vital to the security of the US 
as to make reiteration of their past positions timely in 
view of the study under preQ»a*ion bv Dr. Kistiakowslc/ 
(see item' of 23 July 1959).^^ 



•^^They considered that the over -all long-range 
ef#fiW of a test cessation would be to the distinct dis- 
advantage of the US, and that the suspension of the 
production of weapons and weapons material would be 
equally disadvantageous in causing deterioration of the 
stockpile, besides having laBedlate effect on it. In 
order to assure adequate consideration of the military 
aspects involved, the JCS offered the services of their 
representatives to assist In the preparation of the study 
under Dr. Klstlakowsky's direction. They recoomended 
that their memorandum be forwarded to the President. 
(See Item of l4 September 1959.).. , , „ . 

W JCSM.337-59 to SecDef,"Stu*r on Nuclear Tests 
(U)," 21 Aug 59, derived from (J^T JCS 2179/183, 6 Aug 59. 
Both m JMP 4613 (23 Jul 59). 

26 Aug 59 The Geneva conference on nuclear testing, after J-tJ 127th 
^ Aus neetlng, announced a 6-week recess to await the outcome 

of the forthcoming El senhoner -Khrushchev talks. At the 
same time the State Department announced that the us 
would extend to the end of the year Its unilateral sus- 
pension of testing, due to expire on 31 October. In 
continuing its voluntary test suspension, the State De- 
pvtment said, the US wished to allow a reasonable period 




of time for the negotiations to proceed follovdng their 

"^'"^'SaJS i!ter'?heVslR'announced a resolution not 
^« r^on^ct nuclear weapons tests as long as the Western 
nowe?S no? do sS^ '^?he wording of the Soviet announce- 
San? the New York Times commented in reporting it, was 
SvJd^nUy^sr^d^^l^IHclude Prance, which at that time 
wis ISJng aSlad with plans for her first atomic test in 

^^^\f State Bulletin , vol XLI (l4 Sep 59), p. 37^. 
NYT, ?7^ui-5^7^57T5r5ribid. , 29 Aug, 1:3. 

07 an'ff Referring to their memorandum of 16 July 1959, in which 

27 Aug 59 5hev had furnished their views on the importance of 

OpI^^awSn !^0W, the JCS advised the Secretary of De- 
fense that they had now reviewed the Defense Atomic 
irmoort Aaencv's technical program for carrying out the 
!^d-sSrflI2 Selpons -effects pSrtion of Operation WILLOW 
and recommended that approval be granted. ^ ^ 

ana ^!^°7^sept ember the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering, acVmowledging receipt of the JCS memorandum 
of^ August 1959, informed the CJCS that, In view of the 
SncertaiSty of any future nuclear tests, particularly 
those conducted on or near the surface, he felt the 
spending of funds for s^^'^ce-test preparations beyond 
the paper planning stage would not be justified at this 

^^"^'(S) JCSM-3U8-59 to SecDef, "Land Surface Effects 
Tests for Operation Willow W) 27 Aug59. derived from 
(IS- JCS 2179/193, 27 Aug 59. Both in JMF k6l3 (3 Aug 59) 
j^U/n of JCS 2179/193, 10 Sep 59, same file. 
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9 Sep 59 The JCS recommended by meraorandian that the Secretary or 
Defense approve the program for Department of Defense 
partlclpatloi In an underground nuclear event proposed 
by the Chief of DASA on 9 June 1959 (see item) In a memo- 
randum to the Director of Defense Research and Engineer- 
ing. 

JCSM-375-59 to SecDef , "DOD Participation in 
Nuclear Underground Detection Event 9 Sep 59» 

derived from ?ef JCS 2179/191* 26 Aug 59. Both in JMP 
4613 (22 Jul 59). 

10 Sep 59' A new forum for the discussion of disarmament problems 
was approved by the UN Disarmament Commission despite 
the misgivings of some of the smaller countries. The new 
body, a 10-nation group outside the UN, incorporated for 
the first time the principle of East -West parity long 
demanded by the Coonunlsts. Announced by the Big Four 
3 days earlier, the comnlttee included the US, the UK, 
Prance, Canada, and Italy representing the West, plus 
the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Rumania 
representing the East. The Big Four declared their 
intention to keep the UN Disamament Cooaission appro- 
priately informed of the progress of their deliberations 
and to operate under the general responsibility of the UN. 
The caomlttee was to begin negotiations early in I960. 
NYT, 11 Sep 59* 5:3; ibid ., 8 Sep 59* 3:1. 
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14 Seo 59 The Secretrary of Defense forwarded to the President the 
iH ^ep ^^^^^ concerning the study on nuclear tests 

being conducted under Dr. Klstiakowsky, as expressed in 
the memorandum of the JCS dated 21 August 1959- The 
Secretary of Defense stated that he could not support a 
position favoring the resumption of relatively unlimited 
testing in view of world opinion and public concern 
regarding the hazards of atmospheric testing. But he did 
feel that continued development of nuclear weapons was 
of such far-reaching importance to the US that the country 
should (1) adopt a negotiating position with respect to 
a possible agreement on the suspension of testing under 
which underground testing would be permissible, and (2) 
resume underground testing after 31 December 1959 unless 
by that time a comprehensive test -suspension agreement 
had been concluded. 

On the same date the Secretary of Defense informed 
the JCS of this action. He stated that before the JCS 
memorandum of 21 August 1959 had reached him the panel 
convened by Dr. Klstiakowsky had completed the study 
directed by the President, but that it was his under- 
standing that the decision to extend the US moratorium 
on weapons testing until 31 December 1959 had been made 
prior to the completion of the study and that the results 
of the study had not been presented to the President. 

In reply to the Secretary of Defense's memorandum of 
14 September the White House Staff Secretary stated that 
the President was making both the Defense Secretary's 
memorandum of 14 September and that of the JCS of 21 
August (enclosed with it) available, for use in its 
deliberations, to the "committee of principals" con- 
sidering questions relating to any resumption of nuclear ^ 
testing. (For composition of the "committee of principals 
see item of 21 January 1959.) , 

JJK!) N/H of JCS 2179/183 (Study on Nuclear Tests 
/ST), 17 Sep 59. ^ N/H of JCS 2179/183, 22 Sep 59. 
Both in JMP 4613 (23 Jul 59). 

17 Sep 59 In a speech to the fourteenth General Assembly British 
Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd unfolded a three -stage 
disarmament plan incorporating the two principles Mr. 
Lloyd called essential to progress in that field: (1) 
disarmament must maintain at all stages a balance between 
nuclear and conventional disarmament, and (2) control 
was the test of progress. The British plan visualized a 
gradual decrease in the level of national armaments and 
forces, with a corresponding gradual Increase in the 
strength and maturity of an international control organ. 
The first stage of the Lloyd plan would comprise (l) study 
and negotiation of the various problems connected with 
disarmament— nuclear testing, "cut-off" of fissionable 
material, surprise attack, outer space, and control; (2) 
the beginning of a limitation on armed forces; and (3) 
stockpiling of arms for the control organ. The second 
stage would consist of implementing the agreements made 
In the first stage. The final stage would complete the 
processes of eliminating the means of waging war and 
eqiilpping the control organ with Its full capacity for 
keeping peace. 

(U) Lloyd speech on disarmament, circulated as App B 
to (U) JCS 1731/319, "Disarmament (U)," 12 Oct 59, JMP 
3050 (6 Oct 59). 
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Tn a soeech to the General Assembly Premier Khrushchev 
md before the UN a Soviet proposal for total world dis- 

fiomo^t The clan called for a 3 -stage program, to be 
l^ltlk 1^4 ?et?s!'itlving the nations of the world at 

the end of that period with ^^l^ J^^^^g^f .^^^ 
principal provisions were as follows, ^rst stage • 
Redaction of conventional armed forces ^o-TTT^mion men 
each for the USSR, the US, and Communist China, and to 
650,000 each for the UK and Prance; reduction of other 
states' forces to levels agreed on at the UN or a world 
conference; reduction of armaments and military equipment 
to accord iith the foregoing reduction of armed forces. 
Second stage ; Completion of disbanding of armed forces 
reiaine erW~8tatesl elimination of all military bases in 
the territories of foreign states. Third stage : Destructio 
of all types of nuclear weapons and missiles; destruction 
of air-force equipment; destruction of all stockpiles of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons and the prohibition 
of further production of such weapons; prohibition of 
scientific research for military purposes and of all forms 
of military education and training. To supervise the 
timely implementation of these disarmament measures in 
all stages, an international control organ composed of 
all states was to be established. The staff of the con- 
trol organ was to be recruited on an international basis 
"with due regard to the principle of equitable geographic 
distribution." The general -disarmament agreement would 
provide that any question of a violation would be sub- 
mitted for immediate consideration by the UN Security 
Council or General Assembly, as appropriate. 

Anticipating that the Western powers might not be 
ready for general disarmament, and protesting the wish 
of the USSR to approach the situation "realistically, 
Khrushchev presented the partial disarmament measures con- 
sidered the most important by his government. These, all 
familiar because of previous Soviet proposals, were [1) 
establishment of a control and Inspection zone and 
reduction of foreign troops in the territories of the 
western European countries concerned; (2) establishment 
of an atom-free zone in Central Europe; (3) withdrawal of 
all foreign troops from the territories of E\aropean states 
and abolition of military bases in the territories of 
foreign states; (4) conclusion of a nonaggression pact 
between the member states of NATO and those of the Warsaw 
Treaty; (5) conclxision of an agreement on the prevention 
of surprise attack. 

Some Western sources, the New York Times reported, 
called the Khrushchev speech "platitudinous and "the 
same old story." Secretary Herter promised carefia con- 
sideration of the plan but observed that previous proposals 
for disarmament had foundered on the Soviet CJovernment ' s 
refusal to agree to effective controls. 

(U) Text of Khrushchev's speech, "Declaration of the 
Soviet Qovemment on General and Complete Disarmament, 
18 Sep 59, circulated as App A to (U) JCS 1731/319, 12 
Oct 59, JMF 3050 (6 Oct 59;. See also NYT, 19 Sep 59* 
1:7, 8. 



^ri the Under Secretary of State, the Acting 
^Scretl^^ of Sefense presented ?S Defense Department's 
vleS t^ the US delegation to the conference on nuclear 
teltinrshould be instructed to seek a phased agreement 
providing for a ban only on nuclear weapons tests in the 
eSrth^ sensible atmosphere. The Defense Department, he 
said, was opposed to (l) any ban on underground tests; 
(2) any agreement, even in principle, to a quota system 
of inspections, which (he warned) would Evolve us in a 
dangerous numbers game; and (3) any agreement to a ban on 
testing in outer space without further exploration of the 
Droblem. Finally, the Defense Department urged the con- 
tinuation of a regular program of underground nuclear 
testing until a fully enforceable agreement was concluded. 

(a&) Ltr, Actg SecDef to Under SecState, 29 Sep 59, 
End tobi) JCS 2179/195, "Nuclear Weapons Test Cessation 
Negotiations," 5 Oct 59, JMP ^13 (7 Aug 59). 
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8 Oct 59 The USSR won its fight in the UN to have Premier 

Khrushchev's total -disarmament proposal placed at the 
top of the Political Committee's agenda. The Committee 
also agreed to a Soviet request that the proposal receive 
separate consideration instead of being discussed to- 
gether with other disarmament items. The Soviet delegate 
opened the debate on 9 October by saying that if 
Khrushchev's propossds were first accepted in principle > 
questions of inspection and control and other "details" 
co\2ldbe disposed of more- easily . 

NYT, 9 Oct 59, 1:7; ibid., 10 Oct 59, 1:2. 

12 Oct 59 In a letter to the Under Secretary of State, the Acting 
Secretary of Defense concurred, in general, with a State 
Department draft of instructions to the US nuclear-test 
delegation and added the suggestions of the Defense De- 
partment. The US objective, according to the State Depart- 
ment draft, was to gain a favorable position from which 
to present a phased treaty implementing the Presidential 
decision of 23 July (see item). The tactics needed to 
accomplish this were outlined as follows: (l) The 
delegation would demonstrate the difficulties of effec- 
tive control, dramatize the Soviet unwillingness to face 
the problem, and atten^t to expose the inconsistency of 
the Soviet claim to favor effective inspection while 
accepting only "a few" annual on-site Inspections. (2) 
The Delegation would also attack from time to time the 
Soviet position on veto, freedom of access, and staffing, 
although the major en^hasis would be placed on the tenh^^ 
I ^nlcal aspect of control, i.e., on (1), above. ."^TheDe- *^ 
, H fense Department pointed out the embarrassment that would 
, Or'-" ' result should the Soviets unexpectedly agree to discuss 
L^. the new technical data or offer a larger number of 
^ ^ inspections. The US should anticipate such a switch. 



^ ' v"^ - ^^^^ Defense Department, by being prepared to demon - 

" V^A ^ strate the dlffic\ilty of underground detection regardless 

^ of the number of on-site inspections. Finally, the 
[p / Acting Secretary of Defense advised that the US should 

Cstlck to its position in forthcoming talks with the 
^^i^ish despite their possible objections. 

W) Instructions, "Suggested Course of Action for 
U.S. Delegation In Nuclear Test Negotiations," 9 Oct 59. 
Ltr, Actg SecDef to Under SecState, same sub J, 12 Oct 59. 

IS^^^Iirui^Sctlgf'^' *° ^^5/197. 17 Oct 59. 

14 Oct 59 In a speech to the UN Political Committee US delegate 

Henry Cabot Lodge cautioned against adopting an "all-or- 
nothing disarmament policy. Progress on two limited 
programs, prohibition of nuclear testing and prevention 
of surprise attack, should not be delayed by the debate 
over total disarmament. Lodge said. He criticized the 
Soviet delegate's opening speech of 9 October for slight- 
ing the importance of controls, but offered a concession 
on the issue of surprise attack: The US, he said, would 
now be willing to discuss political Issues (which it had 
previously refused to do), along with technical Issues 
(see items of 13 and l8 December 1958) preferably in the 
new lO-natlon committee that was to meet in Geneva In 
19o0. 

DePt of State Bulletin , vol XLI (2 Nov 59), pp. 6l5- 
620. ^,"15^5^5$, 1:1, text p. 3. 



- 81 - 



Secretary Herter, in a welcoming address, opened a 
twelve-nation conference called to negotiate a treaty 
on Antarctica. The Secretsu^y of State said that the US 
Ck)vernment was dedicated to the principles of continuing 
the cooperation obtained during the International Geo- 
physical Year and assu^'ing that Antarctica would be used 
for peaceful pxirposes only. (See 2d item of 3 May 1958.) 
Dept of State Bulletin , vol XLI (2 Nov 59), p. 650. 
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